The relationships among the socialization behaviors used by supervisors, socialization outcomes, organizational commitment, and work outcomes among newcomer employees in three large companies in Korea by Lee, Andrew Sanghyun
	
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
© 2019 Andrew Sanghyun Lee 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 	
 
 
 
 
 
THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE SOCIALIZATION BEHAVIORS USED BY 
SUPERVISORS, SOCIALIZATION OUTCOMES, ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT, 
AND WORK OUTCOMES AMONG NEWCOMER EMPLOYEES IN THREE LARGE 
COMPANIES IN KOREA 
 
 
 
 
BY 
 
ANDREW SANGHYUN LEE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DISSERTATION 
 
Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Human Resource Education 
in the Graduate College of the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 2019 
 
 
 
Urbana, Illinois 
 
 
 
Doctoral Committee: 
  
 Professor Ronald Jacobs, Chair 
Professor Dilip Chhajed 
Associate Professor Yoon Pak 
Assistant Professor Eunjung Oh 
 
 
 
 
 	
	ii	
ABSTRACT 
 
Globalization increases the number of newcomers. It requires organizations to invest 
more time and resources to encourage newcomers’ proper work functionality within the 
organization. Newcomer organizational socialization (NOS) is the key process for integrating 
new employees into the social context of a workplace. It encourages new employees to be fully 
functional in the organization. Previous research suggests that the nature of interactions with 
supervisors, in particular, may determine the newcomer’s relative level of success or failure to 
become socialized in the organization. Relatively few studies, however, identify which 
supervisory behaviors in particular influence socialization integration success among 
newcomers.  Previous research identified the existence of supervisory influence on NOS. A 
significant shortcoming among the research remains with regard to how supervisors express such 
influence. Relatedly, the purpose of this study aims to explore relationships among the 
socialization behaviors used by supervisors, socialization outcomes, organizational commitment, 
and work outcomes among newcomer employees in three large companies in Korea.  
The research was conducted primarily via a survey of newcomers, who entered three 
large enterprises within a year. Companies included Hyundai, Samsung, and LG in Korea. 
Collected data was analyzed using structural equation modeling, correlation analysis, and 
descriptive analysis. Data responded to five research questions. Results confirmed most of 
relationships proposed from the conceptual framework. An exception is the moderation effect of 
organizational commitment. Moreover, study results revealed a relationship between 
socialization behaviors used by supervisors and socialization outcomes, perceived by newcomer 
employees. Relations emerged between socialization outcomes and work outcomes, perceived by 
newcomer employees. Specifically, socialization outcomes fully mediated between socialization 
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behaviors used by supervisors and work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees. Notably, 
organizational commitment did not moderate the relationship between socialization outcomes 
and work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees. Additionally, newcomer’s perceptions 
of the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors did not moderate the relationship 
between socialization behaviors used by supervisors and socialization outcomes, perceived by 
newcomer employees. 
Further, study results indicated that all types of supervisor’s socialization behaviors can 
positively impact newcomer’s work outcomes. Providing appropriate feedback was the most 
effective type of socialization behavior to enhance newcomer’s work outcomes. Supporting 
newcomer’s development was the next with few differences and improving social relationship 
was the third. In contrast, building consensus and monitoring newcomer’s work behaviors 
revealed fewer effective typology of socialization behaviors, compared to others. 
Results support conclusions that supervisor’s socialization behaviors can positively 
influence NOS. Thereby, new areas of development for supervisors can be proposed to improve 
NOS and, eventually, to improve newcomer’s work outcomes. If a development program could 
improve supervisor’s socialization behaviors, newcomer’s work outcomes would be increased. 
Further, developing supervisor’s ability to provide appropriate feedback, to support newcomer’s 
development, and to improve social relationship promise areas for developing organizational 
socialization programs for supervisors. Ultimately, this study offers implications for future 
research and conclusions on perspectives of organizational socialization and Human Resource 
Development (HRD). 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
It is inevitable that organizations recruit new members on a continuous basis (Drury, 
2004). Organizations hire new member for different reasons. These include the replacement of 
retiring members, new-skill enforcement, and business expansion (Bauer, 2010). Globalization 
accelerated the member-change cycle and increased the number of people entering and exiting 
organizations (Nwokocha & Iheriohanma, 2012). The average number of new employees per 
business organization was 30 in 2016, based on a survey provided by Incruit, a job-searching 
portal (Kim, 2016). This figure reveals that business organizations hire two to three new 
employees every month.  
Increased numbers of newcomer employees require organizations to invest more time and 
resources to encourage newcomers’ proper work functionality within organizations. Based on the 
survey provided by Incruit, the average training cost for new employee is about USD 7,800 and 
the average time period for new employees to reach their full performance level is about seven 
months (Kwon, 2010). Therefore, companies spend USD 15,600 to USD 23,400 every month for 
this turnover and receive a return on this investment only later. Consequently, organizations 
benefit when employees reach their full performance potential quickly and remain at the 
organization for a substantial amount of time, given the same amount of investment.  
Newcomer organizational socialization (NOS) is a key process for organizations to 
encourage new employees to become fully functional in the new environment. Organizations aim 
for newcomers to be retained by the organization. A study by the Wynhurst Group revealed that 
new employees are about 58% more likely to remain with an organization for more than three 
years when they encountered a structured NOS (Postolache, 2017). Another investigation by the 
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Aberdeen Group indicated that effective NOS can improve time-to-productivity ratios among 
new employees by about 60% (Postolache, 2017). Indeed, Texas Instruments found that 
successful NOS may help new employees to reach their full performance potential about two 
months more quickly (Ghosey, 2015). 
Adopting academic perspectives, researchers emphasized the importance of 
organizational socialization. For instance, Ashforth, Sluss, and Harrison (2007) summarized 
three points. First, newcomers gain information about the organization and understand role 
importance in the organization. Via different activities with other members in the organization, 
newcomers understand their role in the organization. This knowledge is crucial for motivation 
and retention. The transformation of newcomers as members, who contribute to an organization, 
is important for replenishing the organization as a system. For the continuity of the organization, 
new members should be reinforced within the organization. Specifically, organizational 
socialization serves an important function for delivering values, norms, and other important 
aspects necessary to maintain organizational transition: from older members to newer members. 
It helps to sustain the organization, overall. Positive experiences in organizational socialization 
may promote learning, confidence, and credibility. These factors may prompt growth 
opportunities for the organization. Because organizational socialization may increase consensus 
and decrease conflicts among organization members, it may also encourage members to work 
together more effectively. Indeed, it may motivate them to pursue goals to benefit the 
organization. Hence, organizational socialization can become a very important process for 
companies. It relates to motivation, continuity, and cooperation. Such factors affect the current 
and future performance of a given organization.  
Many organizations remain unaware of the importance of NOS. NOS may benefit 
organizations as regards cost and time expenditure for employee replacement.  However, 35% of 
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companies spend nothing on NOS programs based on an Urbanbound article (Solar, 2015). The 
article identified that about 30% of companies have a passive NOS system for a short period of 
time, and about 25% of companies do not have any kind of training for a NOS program. Thus, 
many companies remain unaware of the importance of NOS or how to manage an effective NOS 
program. 
It is not uncommon for many people to assume that organizational socialization occurs 
only when a new employee enters an organization. It is for this reason that orientation for new 
employees is often treated as the only event for organizational socialization. New employees can 
learn many things about the organization during orientation. Nevertheless, organizational 
socialization is a process over a period of time. It occurs at various times. Also, working with 
coworkers, supervisors, and other members in the organization affects newcomers’ 
organizational socialization over a period of time. It will be repeated whenever a change occurs 
in groups, roles, or responsibilities for newcomers (LaPreze, 2003). 
Newly-hired employees are able to understand the job tasks and responsibilities, values, 
norms, relationships, and other aspects required to work. These aspects are necessary for 
effective cooperation with other members of the organization. Invariably, the process may 
require the involvement of multiple levels of employees (Burke & Bolf, 1986; Comer, 1991; 
Korte, 2007; Louis, Posner, & Powell, 1983; Nelson & Quick, 1991; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 
1993). Feldman’s (1994) study identified individuals as socialization agents: insiders responsible 
for socializing new hires.  
Among organizational socialization studies, supervisors are among the most frequently 
mentioned socialization agents (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Graen, 1976; Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978; 
Kozlowski & Doherfy, 1989; Major, Kozlowski, Chao, & Gardner, 1995; Schein, 1988). As 
newcomers should work with supervisors closely, interpersonal and work relationships are 
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developed among them. Therefore, it is quite common that a supervisor bears considerable 
impact on newcomer socialization. This occurs in different ways. Supervisors may reduce the 
negative result of unmet expectations (Major et al., 1995). They are important for expanding 
shared interpretive systems of comprehension (Kozlowski & Doherfy, 1989). Further, the rate of 
decline in perceived supervisor support can affect a newcomer’s job satisfaction, role clarity, and 
salary rate (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009). Therefore, it is quite certain that supervisors significantly 
impact newcomers’ organizational socialization. 
 
Problem Statement 
Basically, NOS is a learning process (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). It involves integrating 
newly-hired employees into the social context of a workplace (Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Research 
suggests that the nature of interactions with supervisors, in particular, determines the 
newcomer’s relative level of success or failure, as regards socialization within the organization 
(Berlew & Hall, 1966; Graen, 1976; Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978; Schein, 1988). In general, the 
more that supervisors are involved in the process, the more likely the newcomer will understand 
the norms, culture, and expectations of an organization. 
However, relatively few studies investigated the particular socialization behaviors used 
by supervisors. A relative lack of information exists as regards which factors wield the greatest 
influence for ensuring the success of socialization processes among newcomers.  Previous 
research identified the existence of supervisors’ influence on NOS. A significant shortcoming 
among the research regards how supervisors exert influence (Bauer, Morrison, & Callister, 
1998). Literature warrants greater research on the specific behaviors that insiders perform. 
Information may identify how to socialize newcomers and how specific behaviors affect NOS 
outcomes (Bauer, Morrison, & Callister, 1998).  
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Socialization factors include organizational tactics, newcomer proactivity, and 
information seeking behaviors (Ashforth et al., 2007; Bauer, Bodner, Erdogan, Truxillo, & 
Tucker, 2007; Fang, Duffy, & Shaw, 2011). Extant research regards these factors as inputs for 
organizational socialization processes. Socialization agents is another important input that is 
often excluded by previous organizational socialization process models. Studies identified the 
significant impact of socialization agents: supervisors and coworkers (Burke & Bolf, 1986; 
Comer, 1991; Korte, 2007; Louis, Posner, & Powell, 1983; Nelson & Quick, 1991; Ostroff & 
Kozlowski, 1993). Regardless, these factors are often absent from organizational socialization 
process models. 
Researchers considered newcomer adjustment as an outcome of the organizational 
socialization process (Ashforth et al., 2007; Bauer et al., 2007; Fang et al., 2011). Adjustment 
means becoming integrated in an organization as a member. It involves role clarity, self-efficacy, 
and social acceptance (Bauer et al., 2007). Based on adjustment accomplishment, the 
consequences of organizational socialization processes may differ. Performance, job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and intention to remain are factors that may be positively influenced 
by organizational socialization (Bauer et al., 2007). Additionally, Fang, Duffy, and Shaw (2011) 
approached consequences at the individual level and presented findings of increased career 
satisfaction, promotion, and salary growth. The study identified these factors as the expected 
results of the successful organizational socialization process.  
Moreover, organizational socialization training typically focuses on newcomers-as- 
trainees only. The reason is because studies identified newcomer proactivity as the only input of 
human beings that relate to the organizational socialization process (Bauer et al., 2007; Bauer, 
Morrison, & Callister, 1998; Saks & Ashforth, 1997). However, socialization agents, especially 
supervisors, impact newcomers’ organizational socialization. These are significant features, 
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according to previous studies (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Graen, 1976; Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978; 
Schein, 1988). Training supervisors may improve NOS. It remains difficult to find studies on 
how to train supervisors to be prepared for newcomers’ organizational socialization. Therefore, 
to develop a training program for supervisors to be prepared for NOS, the relationships between 
a supervisor’s behaviors and NOS outcomes should be clearly identified. Absent this 
information, it is difficult to understand the particular behaviors that training should help 
supervisors to develop. Currently, training cannot be effective for improving newcomers’ 
organizational socialization. Further research should be conducted in this area to identify these 
relationships.  
Research that addresses supervisor’s involvement in newcomer socialization processes 
remain limited to information-sharing aspects of their relationship. Minimal attention is given to 
other aspects (Bauer et al., 1998; Kozlowski & Doherfy, 1989). Newcomers need and seek 
information about their task, role, group, and organization. Efforts facilitate their becoming a 
true member of the organization. Among the interpersonal sources of organizational 
socialization, supervisors are regarded generally as the most important source of information 
(Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978; Schein, 1988). According to one study, supervisors serve an 
important function as an information source. They help newcomers to gain knowledge about task 
and role domains. These aspects are significantly related to positive socialization outcomes 
(Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993). Also, research claimed that gathering more information, or task 
knowledge, from supervisors is associated with positive changes in socialization consequences 
over time (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993). 
Supervisors may influence newcomers’ organizational socialization processes greatly. 
Previous studies have not identified which socialization behaviors of supervisors influence NOS 
processes. Therefore, investigating the relationships—among different socialization behaviors, 
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expressed by supervisors, and relevant NOS outcomes—can clarify areas of development for 
supervisors in NOS. 
 
Purpose of The Study 
The purpose of this study aims to explore relationships among the socialization behaviors 
used by supervisors, socialization outcomes, organizational commitment, and work outcomes 
among newcomer employees in three large companies in Korea. Supervisors’ socialization 
behaviors were investigated, based on supervisor behaviors identified by Worthington and 
Roehlke (1979). Socialization outcomes were measured in terms of social integration and social 
competence. Organizational commitment was investigated as mediating variables, among 
socialization outcomes and work outcomes. Work outcomes were inspected, according to these 
categories: task performance, job satisfaction, and turnover intention. Research was conducted 
primarily through an online survey. The sample involves newcomer employees, who have 
worked for any of three large enterprises in Korea for a duration of more than six months and 
less than one year. Companies include Hyundai, Samsung, and LG in Korea. The focus of the 
study is based on a Human Resource Development (HRD) perspective. 
 
Research Questions 
 This paper is designed to investigate relationships among supervisors’ socialization 
behaviors observed by newcomers. It involves organizational commitment, socialization 
outcomes, and performance outcomes, perceived by newcomers. Therefore, this study explores 
relationships among supervisors’ socialization behaviors and other NOS and performance 
variables. These include organizational commitment and job satisfaction. This paper responds to 
the questions posed, as follows:   
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1. What is the extent of socialization behaviors used by supervisors on the socialization 
outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees? 
2. What is the relationship between socialization behaviors used by supervisors and 
socialization outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees? 
3. What is the relationship between socialization outcomes and work outcomes perceived 
by newcomer employees? 
4. Do socialization outcomes mediate socialization behaviors used by supervisors and 
work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees? 
5. Does organizational commitment moderate the relationship between socialization 
outcomes and work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees? 
 
Significance of the Study 
The NOS process is a considerable and crucial aspect that enables the full functionality of 
newcomers. It retains employees within organizations. Relatedly, HRD practitioners request the 
development of effective NOS programs. This study offers HRD practitioners essential 
information to develop NOS programs. In particular, it focuses on the information of 
socialization behaviors, used by supervisors for purposes of NOS. It offers guidance for HRD 
practitioners as regards different approaches for developing NOS programs. HRD practitioners 
may be inspired to develop new NOS programs and utilize new approaches for improving 
supervisors’ socialization behaviors in NOS. 
This study fosters greater awareness for managers and supervisors about the importance 
of NOS. NOS is often treated as a matter related to newcomers. Indeed, the socialization 
behaviors of supervisors in NOS are often ignored by organizations. This study may increase 
managers’ and supervisors’ interest in NOS and improve motivation for NOS participation. 
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 Moreover, this study provides researchers and practitioners with basic knowledge of 
NOS. It offers an in-depth review of NOS. This paper investigates different perspectives of NOS, 
including definitions, processes, and content. Consequently, readers may receive knowledge and 
a more comprehensive understanding of NOS. 
The conceptual framework of this study offers insight and generates ideas for further 
NOS-related studies. Its framework may assist researchers to study the role and impact of 
supervisors in NOS. Indeed, it may encourage the development of research ideas about NOS. 
Further studies may be conducted, using the conceptual framework identified in this study. 
Subsequent research may clarify the impact of supervisors’ socialization behaviors on NOS in 
the field of HRD. 
 
Limitations of the Study 
The limitations of this study are as follows: 
1. The generalizability of results is limited to the population of new employees within large 
companies in Korea. 
2. The results of this study are limited to the perceptions of new employees from large 
companies in Korea. 
3. The results of this study are limited by the validity and reliability of the instruments used. 
4. This study may have selection error due to the respondents who have been selected by the 
three large companies in Korea. 
5. This study depends on the nature of the self-reporting of employees’ perceptions.  
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
This chapter addresses different concepts related with the study in five sections. The first 
section discusses the concept of Human Resource Development (HRD) and its brief history, 
providing definitions and learning aspects at work in the perspective of HRD. The second section 
discusses the concept of newcomer organizational socialization (NOS) in terms of the social 
context of work, its definitions, process, and outcomes. Different socialization agents in previous 
NOS research are also discussed in this section. The third section discusses supervisors’ roles in 
NOS. It considers socialization agents, the role of supervisors, and supervisor’s impacts on NOS. 
The fourth section discusses the concept of organizational commitment, including different 
model impacts and employee work outcomes. The last section synthesizes literature explored in 
the previous sections, proposing a conceptual framework for this study. 
 
Human Resource Development 
 This section is composed of three parts. First part provides a brief history of HRD to 
understand the process of developing its concept. Second part investigates different HRD 
definitions provided by previous research and synthesizes them. This study adopts performance 
perspective of HRD as its conceptual foundation. This perspective is also discussed is the second 
part. The final part of this section canvasses research of workplace learning as it relates to the 
concept of HRD. 
Brief History of HRD 
 It is fundamental to consider the concept of HRD. Thus, a historical review of its 
development is necessary. HRD’s origins may be traced to the evolution of the human race 
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(Swanson & Holton, 2009). Humans make continuous developments because they continue to 
accumulate knowledge and skills through education and training (Blundell, Dearden, Meghir, & 
Sianesi, 1999). Previously, the Greeks did not consider educational training for purposes of 
obtaining wealth, bodily strength, or menial occupations. Romans viewed trainings, in contrast, 
from a practical perspective and institutionalized the first school system for vocational education 
(Barlow 1974). During the Middle Ages, understanding and knowledge of manual labor, crafting 
skill mastery, and trading improved. Medieval peoples realized how to improve economic 
position by developing practical skills and knowledge (Swanson & Holton, 2009).  
In the 1800s, Horace Mann established a public education system. It integrated vocational 
training into general education (Swanson & Holton, 2009). In 1917, the Smith-Hughes Act 
(1917) accelerated the integration of technical training and public education (Swanson & Holton, 
2009). World War I and World War II advanced the field of HRD. Dooley, the Director of the 
War Department Committee for Education and Special Training, developed materials for 
colleges to meet the needs of the army. It serviced vast war resources and equipped workforces 
to produce materials for World War I (Swanson & Holton, 2009). Also, Dooley led the team to 
shape the history of training for the War Manpower Commission and established the Training 
Within Industry (TWI) Service during World War II. TWI was composed of four programs: Job 
Instructions, Job Methods, Job Relations, and Program Development. The programs promoted 
three key elements of HRD: performance, quality, and human relations (Swanson & Holton, 
2009).  
Subsequently, many TWI service workers returned to their original organizations and 
established training departments. Those departments worked to design, organize, and coordinate 
various trainings for their organizations. In 1942, the American Society for Training Directors 
(ASTD) was founded. It aimed to develop standards for the professions of training departments 
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(Werner and DeSimone, 2006). As management professionalized in 1970s, training and 
developments were also professionalized. It was achieved through training integration, 
organization development, management development, career counseling, employee assistance, 
job and performance analysis, and similar roles (Kuchinke, 2007). ASTD agreed to use the term 
Human Resource Development in the early 1980s, thus including growth and change for training 
and development profession (Werner and DeSimone, 2006). Then, the academic association of 
HRD professionals—the Academy of Human Resource Development—was founded on May 07, 
1993 (Swanson & Holton, 2009).  
Concept of HRD 
 Researchers defined HRD. Table 2.1 summarizes the definitions. Each definition holds a 
different emphasis, but common concepts may be identified among the definitions. The concept 
of process is the first, and it an important concept in the definition of organizational 
socialization. Process refers to a series of actions or operations conducing to an end (Merriam 
Webster Dictionary). Several HRD studies, such as those conducted by Harbison and Myers 
(1964), Smith (1990), Swanson (1995), and Jacobs (2006), included the concept of process in 
their definitions of HRD. Hence, HRD can be understood as a chain of events or behaviors that 
lead toward an intended goal. 
Other research included activities in the definition of HRD. Activity is behavior or actions 
of a particular kind (Merriam Webster Dictionary). Most HRD definitions, such as those 
conveyed by Smith (1990), Werner and DeSimone (2006), Stewart (1999), and Hamlin (2004), 
described HRD as set of activities or processes and activities. HRD is not a single action or 
behavior but a series of actions or behaviors. This concept can be involved in the concept of 
process, and, ultimately, HRD can be understood as a process. 
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Author Definitions 
Harbison and Myers (1964) the process of increasing the knowledge, the skills, and 
the capacities of all the people in a society 
Nadler and Wiggs (1986) 
a comprehensive learning system for the release of the 
organization’s human potentials – a system that 
includes both vicarious (classroom, mediated, 
simulated) learning experiences and experiential, on-
the-job experiences that are keyed to the organization’s 
reasons for survival 
Smith (1988) 
programs and activities, direct and indirect, instructional 
and/or individual that positively affect the development 
of the individuals and the productivity of and profit of 
the organization 
Smith (1990) 
the process of determining the optimum methods of 
developing and improving the human resources of an 
organization and the systematic improvement of the 
performance and productivity of employees through 
training, education and development and leadership for 
the mutual attainment of organizational and personal 
goals 
McLean and McLean (2001) 
any process or activity that, either initially or over the 
long term, has the potential to develop adults’ work-
based knowledge, expertise, productivity and 
satisfaction, whether for personal or group/team gain, or 
for the benefit of an organization, community, nation or, 
ultimately, the whole of humanity 
Harrison and Kessels (2004) 
an organizational process comprises the skillful 
planning and facilitation of a variety of formal and 
informal learning and knowledge processes and 
experiences, primarily but not exclusively in the 
workplace, in order that organizational progress and 
individual potential can be enhanced through the 
competence, adaptability, collaboration and knowledge-
creating activity of all who work for the organization 
Werner and DeSimone (2006) 
a set of systematic and planned activities designed by an 
organization to provide its members with the 
opportunities to learn necessary skills to meet current 
and future job demands 
Continued 
Table 2.1. Definitions of HRD 
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Table 2.1 Continued 
Swanson (1987) 
a process of improving an organization’s performance 
through the capabilities of its personnel. HRD includes 
activities dealing with work design, aptitude, expertise 
and motivation 
Rothwell and Kasanas (1994) 
the process of changing an organization, stakeholders 
outside it, groups inside it, and people employed by it 
through planned learning so they possess the knowledge 
and skills needed in the future 
Swanson (1995) 
a process of developing and unleashing human expertise 
through organization development and personnel 
training and development for the purpose of improving 
performance 
Stewart (1999) 
HRD encompasses activities and processes which are 
intended to have impact on organizational and 
individual learning and is constituted by planned 
interventions in organizational and individual learning 
processes 
Hamlin (2004) 
HRD encompasses planned activities and processes 
designed to enhance organizational and individual 
learning, develop human potential, maximize 
organizational effectiveness and performance, and help 
bring about effective and beneficial change within and 
beyond the boundaries of organizations 
Jacobs (2006) 
HRD can be defined as the process of improving 
organizational performance and individual learning 
through the human accomplishments that result from 
employee development, organization development, and 
career development programs. 
 
Another approach is to define HRD as a system (Nadler and Wiggs, 1986). The concept 
of system can be understood as a regularly interacting or interdependent group of items forming a 
unified whole or an organized set of doctrines, ideas, or principles usually intended to explain the 
arrangement or working of a systematic whole (Merriam Webster Dictionary). Further, several 
HRD definitions, such as those proffered by Smith (1990), Werner and Desimone (2006), 
Stewart (1999), and Hamlin (2004), asserted that HRD is performed via a systematic or planned 
process. Therefore, HRD can be understood as a systematic process rather than an improvised 
event. 
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Moreover, previous HRD definitions illustrated the methods of HRD. Individual or 
employee development was described by many HRD definitions, such as studies by Smith 
(1988), Harrison and Kessels (2004), Swanson (1995), and Jacobs (2006). Such studies 
approached individual or employee development as an important program for HRD. 
Organization development was also presented as another crucial method for HRD in numerous 
HRD definitions, such as Harrison and Kessels (2004), Swanson (1995), Stewart (1999), and 
Jacobs (2006). In addition, the concept of career development was presented as regards HRD. 
Related literature includes published studies by Werner and DeSimone (2006), Hamlin (2004), 
and Jacobs (2006). Hence, HRD may be conducted primarily via three important programs: 
employee, organization, and career development. 
Finally, the main goal of HRD was addressed by most HRD definitions. Despite debates 
among HRD professionals about the ultimate goal of HRD, performance and HRD remain 
deeply related, based on the HRD definitions in Table 2.1. Many HRD researchers presented that 
HRD is required to improve performance. Indeed, they propose that the purpose of HRD is to 
improve organizational performance. Among the performance-paradigm assumptions of HRD, 
there is an assumption that the ultimate purpose of HRD is to improve performance of the system 
in which it is embedded and which provides the resources to support it (Swanson and Arnold, 
1997). Evidence exists in research articles about the relationship between HRD and 
organizational performance. Specifically, Katou (2009) investigated the relationship and 
mechanisms through which HRD led to organizational performance. That study concluded that 
HRD had a positive impact on organizational performance and that performance was mediated 
through skills, attitudes, and behaviors. Also, organizational performance was moderated via 
resourcing, organizational context, and other contingencies. Although research presented 
limitations, the positive influence of HRD on organizational performance appears concrete. 
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An organization is a productive system. It has a mission and goals, involving inputs, 
processes, outputs, parts, and purposes (Katz and Kahn, 1966). From this perspective, HRD may 
be accurately regarded as the subsystem of an organizational system. To understand the purpose 
of any subsystem, it is important to consider the goals of the wider system within which it 
operates. The purpose of an organization is to achieve the organizational goal through the 
effective procurement and allocation of scarce resources. Therefore, it is natural that investors 
prefer to invest most heavily in organizations that produce the highest return. If the 
organizational goal is to produce high-quality goods, production needs to focus on systems and 
processes that produce quality. Marketing requires focus on systems and processes that 
communicate quality. Finance aims should focus on systems and processes to ensure that quality 
is supported. Also, HRD needs to focus on systems and processes to ensure that individuals 
employed by the organization have the requisite knowledge, expertise, and attitude to produce 
quality. 
Performance is defined as the dependent variable in the form of organizational, work 
process, or individual contributor outputs of productivity. It is the means by which organizations 
achieve goals. Moreover, performance can be measured in many ways; possibilities include rate 
of return, cycle time, and quality of output. Additionally, it is important to distinguish levels of 
performance. Performance takes place and can be measured at the organizational, process, and 
individual levels. If HRD should be aligned with the goals and strategies of an organization, 
Swanson (1995) claimed that performance is the key which may constitute HRD as a core 
business process. Indeed, HRD should be primarily concerned with improving performance at 
the organization, process, and individual levels. If HRD is to be a value-added activity for a firm, 
instead of a line-item of cost to be controlled and minimized, then HRD practitioners should 
consider performance and how it enables organizations to achieve goals. 
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Performance is a crucial factor, distinguishing HRD and adult education. Potentially, it 
is necessary to educate and train adults in HRD. However, HRD includes processes and 
interventions that do not always involve training. Adult education does not always take place in 
the context of organizations for the purpose of performance improvement. The outcome or 
dependent variable of adult education can be personal growth, general knowledge, personal 
expertise, or entertainment. The intersection of HRD and adult education results in performance-
focused educational interventions. Its attributes include the following. First, the context is 
organizations. Second, the dependent variable, or desired outcome, is performance, which will 
directly affect the goals of an organization. Third, the intersection includes education and 
training interventions. 
Bates and Chen (2005) performed a research, evaluating values of HRD. The study 
found that the most important value of HRD practice should be related with performance. They 
found that top-priority values varied across individuals. The study identified significant 
differences in the comparative importance of six values. These include, as follows: education 
level, degree of involvement in organizational practice, nationality, occupational, and 
stakeholder groups. Priority levels vary, according to other variables. However, the greatest 
percentage of respondents answered that performance-focused values should guide HRD 
practice. 
Swanson and Arnold’s (1996) study discussed the impact of HRD on performance. Their 
work identified many possibilities for improving performance at the individual, process, and 
organizational levels. As an example, the mission and goal variables at the organizational level 
concerns whether the organization's mission and goals fit with various internal and external 
realities. If they do not, then, most likely, performance is being impeded. Assume that an 
organization's mission and goals do not fit the reality of its culture and that it results in sub-
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optimized performance. HRD could attempt to solve this performance problem through 
structured interventions. Approaches depend on the outcomes of a detailed analysis. A process 
may be established to formulate a mission and goals to accommodate the organizational culture. 
A cultural change process could be implemented, seeking to modify culture to more suitably 
align it with the mission and goals of an organization. 
In summary, HRD may be defined as the systematic process of improving organizational 
performance through employee development, organization development, and career development 
programs. 
Workplace Learning in HRD 
Studies in the HRD field focused on domains for improving performance as a way to 
achieve the ultimate goal of HRD. Previous HRD research, for instance, discussed how learning 
occurs in the workplace and its impact on organizational performance. The concept of NOS also 
involves the concept of learning (Ashforth et al., 2007; Fisher, 1986; Van Maanen, 1976; Van 
Maanen & Schein, 1979). It would be valuable to explore previous HRD research on workplace 
learning prior to discussing the concept of NOS. 
Some scholars view learning as a rival to performance. This bias is misguided. Indeed, 
learning and performance are partners (Swanson & Holton, 2009). Learning cannot be separated 
from performance (Holton, 2002) because the performance improvement of individuals and 
organizations could result from successful learning (Jacobs & Park, 2009). Training is typically 
used as a dominant method to increase the productivity of individuals and organizations. 
Productivity influences performance improvement (Jacobs & Park, 2009). Therefore, workplace 
learning is an important concept for HRD. 
Workplace learning can be understood as the process of acquiring the competence for 
current and future work requirements when individuals are engaged in training programs, 
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education and development courses, or some type of experiential learning activity (Jacobs & 
Park, 2009). The concept of workplace learning is important because work is part of the learning 
process; likewise, learning is part of the working process (Barnett, 1999). Previous HRD 
research aimed to categorize workplace learning based on different types of learning. 
The criteria of formal and informal learning may be found in previous HRD research on 
workplace learning (Barnett, 1999; Billett, 2001; Clarke, 2005; Colley, Hodkinson, & Malcom, 
2003; Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 2004; Jacobs & Park, 2009; Sambrook, 2005; Watkins & 
Marsick, 1992). Although other criteria for categorization, such as incidental, learning contents, 
and location, were proposed, in previous research, the concept of formal and informal learning 
could be fundamental criteria for workplace-learning research. 
 Formal learning may be recognized as planned learning, such as traditional-classroom 
training (Mocker & Spear, 1982). Formal learning is often provided to employees by the 
organization. It aims to develop knowledge and skills for a job position. It is a dominant 
approach for workplace learning (Muhamad & Idris, 2005). Formal learning may benefit, 
training high numbers of employees with the same information at the same time. The content 
may be updated and precise if it is properly designed. Employees learn quickly once they begin 
their jobs. Further, formal learning includes various training methods that fascinate different 
learning styles and comply with adult-learning principles (Radakovic & Antonijevic, 2013). 
However, previous research criticized formal learning as not suitable to learning for application. 
The reason given is because it narrowly focuses on skill-based learning (Clarke, 2006). Also, 
constant changes in today’s workplace made it difficult for managers to gain sufficient real-
world experience for developing proficiency through formal training (Enos, Kehrhahn, & Bell, 
2003). 
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 Informal learning occurs through informal relationships. It is part of participation in a 
practice (Blaaka & Filstad, 2005/2006), occurring mainly through social interactions in the 
workplace (Rowden, 2007). Debate remains, however, informal learning can be also planned and 
intentional through interactions with others in the workplace. These constitute social aspects of 
learning (Enos, Kehrhahn, & Bell, 2003; Koopmans, Doornbos, & Van Eekelen, 2006). The 
reason is because it intends to acquire knowledge, skills, and planning process. Examples include 
coaching, on-the-job training, and sharing resources (Leslie, Aring, & Brand, 1998; Lohman, 
2005; Rowden, 2007). Therefore, informal learning is different from formal learning in form or 
method, not in intention or planning.  The majority of informal learning occurs during social 
activities (Leslie, Aring, & Brand, 1997). Such activities focus on learning through social 
interactions (Jacobs & Park, 2009). Also, NOS relates to social interactions. Informal learning 
can be used for most of interaction between supervisors and newcomers. 
 The benefits of informal learning include low cost and time efficiency with regard to 
modern technologies, greater willingness to share-knowledge via experts, lower levels of 
intimidation and resistance for some people with more natural-learning styles (Radakovic & 
Antonijevic, 2013). In addition, informal learning is beneficial for improving individual or 
organizational performance. It promotes increased proficiency. The ability to apply knowledge 
proficiency might be improved primarily through informal learning rather than formal learning 
(Enos, Kehrhahn, & Bell, 2003). Moreover, informal learning can be valuable to assist in the 
achievement of individual or organizational goals. Previous research demonstrated that informal 
learning can be advantageous to organizational success. The process involves managing informal 
learning in the organization for the strategic goal of the organization (Leslie, Aring, and Brand, 
1997) 
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 Previous research investigated several facilitators and outcomes of workplace learning. 
Contextual inhibitors or facilitators (Ellinger, 2005; Lohman, 2005; Sambrook, 2005; Sambrook 
& Stewart, 2000) and employee’s engagement in workplace learning (Birdi, Allan, & Warr, 
1997; Doornbos, Simons, & Denessen, 2008; Maurer & Tarulli, 1994; Maurer, Weiss, & 
Barbeite, 2003; Noe, 1996; Noe & Wilk, 1993; Xiao & Tsang, 2004) were identified and studied 
as meaningful factors, affecting workplace learning in organizations. Outcomes of workplace 
learning were studied in terms of satisfaction, learning transfer, and commitment (Ahmad & 
Bakar, 2003; Al-Emadi & Marquardt, 2007; Bartlett, 2001; Bartlett & Kang, 2004; Rowden, 
2002; Rowden & Ahmad, 2000; Sahinidis & Bouris; 2008). One study found that organizational 
commitment can be affected by employees’ perceived access, social support, motivation, and 
benefits from training (Bartlett, 2001). Moreover, new-employee development can positively 
impact organizational commitment (Slattery, Selvarajan, & Anderson, 2006). Conclusively, 
employees would have stronger organizational commitment or job satisfaction when 
accompanied by more positive perceptions of workplace training (Jacobs & Park, 2009) 
 
Newcomer Organizational Socialization 
 This section discusses how previous studies were conducted from different perspectives 
of newcomer organizational socialization. Those different perspectives include the social context 
of work, the development of the concept, the process, and the outcomes of organizational 
socialization. 
Social Context of Work 
It is instructive to explore previous studies that address social contexts of the workplace.  
Social aspects can affect several workplace factors. The social aspects of training and 
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development in the workplace were also studied in previous HRD research. Social learning 
theory may support studies on the social contexts of the workplace. 
Social learning theory claims that learning for new behaviors can be acquired usually by 
observing and imitating others (Bandura, 1977). Therefore, social aspects are important for 
learning in the workplace. Ultimately, they affect individual and organizational performance. 
Previous HRD research investigated several issues connected with social learning theory and 
workplace learning. 
A study on the typology of variables, affecting workplace learning and transfer, includes 
various concepts from social learning theory (Russ-Eft, 2002). The study adapted Badura’s 
(1977) concept of symbolic rehearsal as a component of training design. It asserted that 
behavioral practice can be useful for reproduction, but symbolic practice can improve retention 
and generalization (Russ-Eft, 2002). In the study of Russ-Eft (2002), feedback is illustrated as an 
important mechanism in workplace learning and transfer. It is consistent with social learning 
theory. Feedback allows the trainee to compare current and desired behaviors, leading to changes 
or adaptations. Another study identified feedback as a valuable method to enhance competence 
perceptions and the endurance of performance competences (Hardre, 2003). Also, the research 
presented interactions of other individuals, social, and contextual factors, as regards the 
performance environment. It demonstrates how these can affect the cognitive capacity of 
individuals (Hardre, 2003). It functions as an important concept in the role of supervisors for 
NOS. Further discussion, about the role of supervisor in providing feedback for NOS, will be 
presented later. 
Self-efficacy is an important concept in social learning theory. Self-efficacy can be 
defined as self-confidence in one’s ability to acquire enhanced characteristics by oneself in a 
specific situation or context (Maurer, 2002). A study emphasized that self-efficacy can have 
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distinguishable implications for affects and behaviors in workplace learning (Maurer, 2002). 
Further, previous studies explored the relationship between self-efficacy and performance 
(Appelbaum & Hare, 1996; Gist, 1987; Stajkovich & Luthans, 1998a, 1998b). Self-efficacy 
includes psychological characteristics that may improve subordinate performance 
(Bhanthumnavin, 2003). In addition, the spiral of self-efficacy and performance can be upwardly 
and downwardly affected by various factors at multi-levels: individual, group, and organization 
(Hostager, Neil, Decker, & Lorentz, 1998; Lindsley, Brass, & Thomas, 1995). Another study 
presented how task feedback and experience can affect the relationship between self-efficacy and 
performance (Shea & Howell, 2000). Therefore, the integrated design of cognitive, social, and 
behavioral aspects should be considered for enhanced workplace learning and improved 
performance (Moisy, 2001). 
Organizational socialization is one of the areas in which social learning theory can be 
adequately applied. Social learning theory can support the discussion of the mimetic isomorphic 
forces included in organizational socialization (Fogarty and Dirsmith, 2001). New members of 
an organization imitate other members, performing the same roles, in an effort to conform with 
the work unit and organization. Moreover, new members actively and implicitly learn skills, 
behaviors, and values required for career progress in the organization. This is often accomplished 
by imitating hierarchic superiors. The complex interplay of cognitive, behavioral, and 
environmental elements can be involved in this process (Gibson, 2004). 
Organizational socialization often occurs through interactions with other members in the 
organization. This occurs as people tend to depend on observing others to understand and make 
sense of a new environment. New members rely on others as part of the process of learning how 
to conform with established social norms. An organization intentionally encourages new 
employees to spend time with other employees on the job, thus exposing them to various 
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learning experiences. These new experiences can be applied to their new roles (Milkovich & 
Boudreau, 1997). Therefore, HRD practitioners may adapt this concept of social learning to 
some training programs to help new employees achieve successful outcomes (Gibson, 2004). 
Social contexts of the workplace can be highly applicable to different types of workplace 
learning. This is the case with respect to socializing new employees as part of the organization 
by means of interactions with experienced organizational members, observations of other 
members, and role-modeling functions (Swanson & Holton, 2009). Social learning theory can be 
suggested as a framework for improved understanding of the complexities of human resources in 
the modern workplace. Indeed, it may contribute to the more effective management of human 
performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998b). Social learning processes require and enhance users’ 
abilities to infer, imagine, and model occurrences elsewhere (Torraco, 2002). Therefore, social 
contexts of work can be identified as fundamental concepts of workplace learning. 
Moreover, the social context of work can shape characteristics of individual’s work 
attitudes and behaviors (Bacharach & Tolbert, 1992). The reason is because social 
interdependencies, customs, informal norms, and coalitions of interests in the organization have 
profound significance and meaning for organizational members (Marks, 1994). Relatedly, 
previous literature indicated that organization members do not think, feel, or behave in isolation 
(Mowday and Sutton, 1993; Pfeffer, 1983). Organizations have compositional, or demographic 
effects. These result from specific demographic distributions, which are greater have individual 
level varieties (Pfeffer, 1983). Hence, social contexts of work can have a powerful impact on the 
individuals within the organization (Gibson, 2004). 
Concept of Newcomer Organizational Socialization 
Organizational socialization finds its early roots in three research areas of socialization. 
These include life course socialization, occupational socialization, and socialization in total 
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institutions (Ashforth, Sluss, & Harrison, 2007). Life course socialization relates to different 
social domains. The socialization of individuals is completed by various social domains, such as 
family and school. Also, work place socialization is impacted by various social domains. Jablin 
(2001) claimed that families greatly influence individuals’ workplace behaviors, including 
vocational choice and general attitudes toward work.  
Occupational socialization is performed through ethnographic research on a specific 
occupation. Although the ethnographer seeks real-time instances, such as joy, aggression, and 
hope, the study on occupations offered insights about socialization at the workplace (Ashforth et 
al., 2007). Another early root of organizational socialization research involves the concept of 
total institution, which is defined as a place of residence and work where a large number of like-
situated individuals, cut off from the wider society for an appreciable period of time, together 
lead an enclosed, formally administered round of life (Goffman, 1961, p. 13). Organizations, 
such as the military (Dornbusch, 1955), and correctional institutions (Wheeler, 1969), have 
unique missions. Often, organizations have strong cultures for people-processing mechanisms 
(Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). Also, near-total institutions, such as professional schools 
(Becker, Geer, Strauss, & Hughes, 1961), college residences (Van Der Ryn, 1971), and fire 
departments (Scott & Myers, 2005), experience organizational control. 
Three early roots of organizational socialization may provide initial ideas for researchers 
to develop frameworks to study organizational socialization. People experience socialization 
processes in different domains. Workplace socialization is one of the most influential domains. 
The influence and importance of workplace socialization depends on characteristics of the 
organization. Researchers studied how to improve organizational socialization as it became a 
crucial process for organizations. 
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Author Definitions 
Van Maanen & Schein (1979) a process in which an individual acquires the attitudes, behaviors and knowledge needed to successfully 
participate as an organizational member. 
Feldman (1976, 1989) the process by which outsiders of organizations become transformed into effective and fully participating 
members of them. 
Fisher (1986) a learning process in which individuals need to acquire a variety of information and behaviors to become 
effective organizational members 
Anderson, Riddle & Martin (1999) the process by which individuals become part of an 
organization’s pattern of activities 
Ashforth, Sluss, & Harrison (2007) 
the process by which newcomers acquire the attitudes, 
behaviors, and knowledge needed to make the transition 
from being outsiders to becoming effective members of 
an organization. Successful organizational socialization 
helps employees define their work roles, and serves as a 
key mechanism through which organizations mold 
employees to fit into the organization 
Schein (1990) culture perpetuates and reproduces itself through the 
socialization of new members entering the group 
Van Maanen's (1976) the processes by which a person learns the values, norms, and required behaviors which permit him to 
participate as a member of the organization 
 
Table 2.2. Definitions of organizational socialization 
 
Previously, researchers defined organizational socialization. Table 2.2 summarizes the 
definitions. Each definition holds a different emphasis, but common concepts could be found 
among the different definitions. The concept of process is the first. It is an important concept in 
the definition of organizational socialization. Process is a series of actions or operations 
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conducing to an end (Merriam Webster Dictionary). Hence, organizational socialization is not a 
one-time event, rather it is a chain of events or behaviors that lead toward an intended goal. 
The concept of learning is also quite common among organizational socialization 
definitions. Learning is acquiring knowledge or skill or a behavioral tendency (Merriam Webster 
Dictionary). Definitions of organizational socialization from previous research mentions the 
acquisition of attitudes, behaviors, and knowledge (Ashforth et al., 2007; Van Maanen & Schein, 
1979). It includes acquisition of various information and behaviors (Fisher, 1986). Learning 
required values, norms, and behaviors (Van Maanen, 1976). 
Arguably, organizational socialization is a learning process. There are many factors that 
can affect a learning process. Examples include learning methods and physical environments. 
Among such factors, this paper focuses on the social factors of the learning process, based on 
social learning theory. Learning can occur through interactions with other individuals by 
observations or direct instructions (Bandura, 1963). As such, this paper maintains that 
organizational socialization is affected by other individuals, such as socialization agents, and it 
seeks to determine who is the most influential person in the process of organizational 
socialization. Moreover, it aims to identify an effective way for preparing an individual to assist 
newcomers’ organizational socialization. 
Another important concept in the definitions of organizational socialization relates to 
being a member of the organization. It is from this notion that the goal of organizational 
socialization may be identified. Definitions describe the goal of organizational socialization: to 
encourage a newcomer to become an effective and fully participating members of the 
organization (Feldman, 1976, 1989); successfully participate as an organizational member (Van 
Maanen & Schein, 1979); becoming effective members of an organization (Ashforth et al., 2007; 
Fisher, 1986). The concept of becoming a member includes fully functionality on the assigned 
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job. Also, it includes understanding the values, norms, and required behaviors which permit him 
to participate as a member of the organization (Van Maanen, 1976). 
From the discussions above, the definition of organizational socialization may be 
accurately understood as a learning process for encouraging a newcomer to become a fully 
participating member of an organization. This newcomer is able to understand the job, values, 
norms, relationships, and other aspects required to work effectively with other members within 
the organization. 
Newcomer Organizational Socialization Process 
Researchers attempted to summarize the organizational socialization process as a model 
to illustrate the operative mechanism of organizational socialization. Two main approaches 
toward modeling the organizational socialization process are identified via analysis of previous 
studies. For the purpose of differentiation, those two approaches might be referred to as the 
sequence approach and the system approach. The sequence approach focused on what is 
happening during the organizational process, in a timely manner. The system approach attempted 
to describe the mechanism of organizational socialization with the concept of system theory. 
Later research attempted to integrate those two approaches as a model. 
The stage model was proposed by Buchanan (1974), and it was developed by Feldman 
(1976). It was modified by other researchers (Anderson & Thomas, 1996; Bauer, Morrison, & 
Callister, 1998; Fisher, 1986; Jablin, 1987; Kinicki & Kreitner, 2003; Kram, 1988; Nelson, 1987; 
Nicholson, 1987; Wanous, 1992). The initial stage model adopted a sequence approach. It 
illustrated stages of anticipatory socialization, accommodation, and role management in the 
process of organizational socialization. 
Anticipatory socialization includes all learning or activities related to the organization 
prior to the new employee entering the organization (Brim & Wheeler, 1966; Clausen, 1968; Van 
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Maanen, 1975). During this stage, new employees form expectations for the job by exchanging 
and evaluating information with prospective employers (Feldman, 1976). 
 New employees witness and experience organizational characteristics as they aim to 
integrate as members of the organization. This stage is accommodation. Four main 
organizational socialization activities occur for new employees during this stage. These include: 
learning tasks, establishing interpersonal relationships with coworkers, explicating own roles in 
the organization, and assessing their progress (Feldman, 1976). 
 In the role management stage, mediating conflicts between new employees’ work in their 
own group and other groups in the organization is the main activity of organizational 
socialization. Two types of main conflicts can be identified. These include: work-home life 
conflicts and work-group conflicts (Feldman, 1976). 
 
 
Note. Adapted from “A contingency theory of socialization,” by Feldman, D. C., 1976, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 21, 433–452, p. 434. 
Figure 2.1. Organizational socialization process stage model 
 
 Some researchers added a stabilization stage after the role management stage. Once 
conflicts were managed, new employees underwent a stage of absorbing experiences from the 
previous organizational socialization stages (Anderson, Riddle, & Martin, 1999; Kram, 1988; 
Nelson, 1987). Various researchers revised the stage model. Figure 2.1 reflects the general stage 
model for the organizational socialization process. New employees’ expectations and learning 
experiences about the organization (before entering it) may be recognized as the activities of an 
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anticipatory stage. Once new employees enter the organization, they encounter socialization 
reality. Then, employees can be integrated in the organization as true members. This occurs 
during the metamorphosis stage, which affects several outcomes. Examples include promotion, 
turnover rate, lower stress, work motivation, and job satisfaction (Anderson et al., 1999; Feldman 
1981; Kram, 1988; Nelson, 1987). 
 Further, the system approach aims to clarify relationships among the socialization 
contents. This occurs through system theory. Researchers identified aspects affecting the 
organizational socialization process as inputs, activities occurring during the socialization as 
process, and situations changed by the socialization as outputs. Some researchers added 
consequences of outputs as a result of organizational socialization. 
 Socialization factors, such as organizational tactics, newcomer proactivity, and 
information seeking (Ashforth et al., 2007; Bauer et al., 2007; Fang et al., 2011) may be regarded 
as inputs for the organizational socialization process. Socialization agents are another important 
input that are not often included in previous organizational socialization process model. 
Although studies identified the significant impact of socialization agents, including supervisors 
and coworkers, these factors are often omitted in the organizational socialization process model. 
 As regards the focus of particular studies, researchers identified several factors at the 
socialization process level. Examples include social capital (Fang et al., 2011), newcomer 
learning (Ashforth et al., 2007), communication (Jablin, 1987), and role transitions (Nicholson, 
1987). These factors were studied and considered as crucial changes during the process of 
organizational socialization. New employees undergo changes related to these factors while 
experiencing organizational socialization. 
 Many researchers consider newcomer adjustment as an outcome of the organizational 
socialization process (Ashforth et al., 2007; Bauer et al., 2007; Fang et al., 2011). Adjustment 
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refers to the process of becoming integrated in the organization as a member. This occurs 
through role clarity, self-efficacy, and social acceptance (Bauer et al., 2007). Newcomer 
adjustment can be viewed from the two different perspectives of learning and social aspects 
(Fang et al., 2011). This study focuses on the social aspects of the NOS outcome. Also, 
adjustment can produce a mutual sense of commitment (Anderson & Thomas, 1996). 
 Based on the successful adjustment level, the consequences of organizational 
socialization processes may be different. Performance, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and intentions to remain can be positively influenced by organizational 
socialization (Bauer et al., 2007). In addition, Fang, Duffy, and Shaw (2011) approached 
consequences at the individual level. Their work presented findings of increased career 
satisfaction, promotion, and salary growth. The study identified these aspects as expected results 
that occur from a successful organizational socialization process. Figure 2.2 summarizes the 
organizational socialization process from a system approach. 
 
 
Figure 2.2. Organizational socialization process system approach 
 
Both the sequential and system approaches influenced studies of organizational 
socialization. By definition, organizational socialization is not a one-time event but rather a chain 
Input•Newcomer	Proactivity•Socialization	Tactics• (Socialization	Agents)
Process•Social Capital•Newcomer	Learning•Communication•Role	Transitions• ......
Output•Newcomer	Adjustment•Role	Clarity•Self-efficacy•Social	Acceptance• ......
Consequences•Performance• Job	Satisfaction•Organizational	Commitment•Promotion• Intention	to	remain• ......
 	 32	
of events or behaviors toward a goal. Therefore, the sequence of events is important for 
understanding the process. Further, the system approach helps to identify specific factors related 
to each other, specifically when organizational socialization occurs. As such, researchers aimed 
to integrate these approaches to generate a new model (Ashforth et al., 2007; Chen & Klimoski, 
2003). An imbalance remains between those two approaches. Future research might actively 
focus more on the development of a common model for organizational socialization by 
integrating sequential and system approaches. 
Newcomer Organizational Socialization Outcomes 
 Another important research area for organizational socialization involves the outcomes of 
organizational socialization. It refers to addressing the contents acquired during organizational 
socialization (Chao, O'Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & Gardner, 1994). To discuss the 
organizational socialization outcomes, previous researchers aimed to identify the learning 
domains of organizational socialization and the outcome variables affecting social aspects. 
Various models of organizational socialization domains were discussed by various 
studies (Chao et al., 1994; Fisher, 1986; Haueter, Macan, & Winter, 2003; Morrison, 1993b, 
1995; Myers & Oetzel, 2003; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Taormina, 1994, 1997; Thomas & 
Anderson, 1998). For example, the six-domains model, developed by Chao, O'Leary-Kelly, 
Wolf, Klein, and Gardner (1994), categorizes organizational socialization into the following 
components. These include: performance proficiency, people, goals and values, language, 
politics, and history domains. These are based on the learning contents area. Further, researchers 
(Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Haueter, Macan, & Winter, 2003) proposed organizational 
socialization domains by task, group, and organization level. A more recent study (Ashforth et 
al., 2007) presented a compelling model with three domains, integrating contents and levels of 
organizational socialization. The three domains include: acquisition of knowledge, skills, and 
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abilities; general adjustment; and effective support. Learning domain is sub-categorized at levels 
of task, role, group, and organization. 
Also, studies described several newcomer adjustment variables as outcomes of 
organizational socialization. These variables include job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, social or group integration, role clarity, task mastery, performance, personal 
income, career involvement, identity resolution, adaptability, psychological contract 
expectations, role ambiguity, stress, intention to quit, and work withdrawal (Chan & Schmitt, 
2000; Chao et al., 1994; Cooper-Thomas & Anderson, 2002; Cooper-Thomas, Van Vianen, & 
Anderson, 2004; Hart & Miller, 2005; Haueter et al., 2003; Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 
2003; Klein, Fan, & Preacher, 2006; Klein & Weaver, 2000; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Reio & 
Wiswell, 2000; Taormina, 2004; Thomas & Anderson, 1998). 
Researchers discussed learning tasks as an important part of organizational socialization 
(Brim, 1968; Dubinsky, Howell, Ingram, & Bellenger, 1986; Feldman, 1976, 1981; Fisher, 1986; 
Hall, 1987; Louis, 1980; Van Maanen, 1976; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). Knowledge 
acquisition, skills, and abilities should be included as important domain of organizational 
socialization. Adjustments, such as relationship building and role clarity, are crucial to 
organizational socialization. This is distinct from general learning (Chao et al., 1994; Myers & 
Oetzel, 2003; Taormina, 1994, 1997).  
Newcomers may assimilate in the organization through organizational socialization and 
adjustment. They may become familiar with other employees, gain recognition from the 
organization, and adapt to their roles for adjustment as outcomes of organizational socialization 
processes (Ashforth et al., 2007; Bauer et al., 2007; Fang et al., 2011). 
Social integration. Individuals may integrate in groups through complex social 
processes, regardless of purpose (Blau, 1960). This process can be viewed as an exchange 
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process. Whereby, a person with superior qualities provides what is demanded in exchange for 
others’ respect and deference (Homans 1958). A person, who cannot provide particular 
demanded services, must settle for a lower position. It involves ready acceptance of others and 
conformity to group norms, serving others (Homans 1958). The person, who can attract other 
members with superior qualities, benefits by attaining and sustaining a higher and more secured 
position in the group. This is achieved without demonstrating one’s own approachability (Blau, 
1960). Therefore, members of a group aim to impress others by proving one’s positive qualities 
to prevail in a group (Blau, 1960). Social integration can be understood as the process for 
newcomers to incorporate into the social structure of a host society (Alba & Nee, 2009). 
The concept of social integration can be used in different research areas, including 
immigration, education, and sociology. Also, it may be treated as an important concept for 
organizational socialization. The ultimate goal of NOS is to become a true member of the 
organization. As such, social integration can be a valuable criterion to identify how a member is 
well integrated in the organization. The more that the newcomer is socially integrated in the 
organization, the more the newcomer can contribute to the achievement of common or individual 
goals. Efforts will strengthen the group’s cohesiveness (Blau, 1960). Notably, previous research 
identified social integration as an important variable for socialization outcome (Fang et al., 
2011).  
 Social competence. The concept of social competence was studied in various fields. 
Previous research defined social competence in different ways, including as a socio-
psychological resource, integrative capacity, and personality traits (Ratković-Njegovan, & 
Kostić, 2014). Social competence was viewed as the ability to adapt in a particular social 
situation (Argyle, 1994; Tajfel, 1981). Social competence was also understood as the capacity of 
the human body to communicate effectively with its environment Whyte (1959). Also, it was 
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defined as abilities to accomplish individual goals with social interactions (Hartup, 1991; 
O'Malley, 1977; Rubin & Rose-Krasnor, 1992). This latter definition is applicable to the research 
area of organizational socialization. 
 Several abilities are required in business organizations. Examples include professional 
competence, clear understanding of the job role, understanding of others, work norms, and 
emotional regulations. Social competence enables a member to perform a job effectively 
(Ratković-Njegovan, & Kostić, 2014). Further, such competence can be acquired through a well-
conceived induction program of NOS. It may reflect the degree of development in social 
abilities. Examples include adaptability, managing emotions, and directing others (Ratković-
Njegovan, & Kostić, 2014).  
Although several variables in NOS have been identified by previous research, an 
overarching theory remains vague for explaining the relationships among variables (Ashforth et 
al., 2007). It remains uncertain whether all NOS variables were identified by previous research 
(Ratković-Njegovan, & Kostić, 2014). Social outcomes of NOS were studied (Ashforth et al., 
2007; Bauer et al., 2007; Fang et al., 2011). But, no concrete framework for NOS outcomes is 
illustrated (Ratković-Njegovan, & Kostić, 2014). Social integration and social competence were 
discussed as valuable socialization outcomes. Previous NOS research acknowledges some degree 
of organizational socialization as part of outcomes. 
 
Role of Supervisors in Newcomer Organizational Socialization 
The previous section discussed organizational socialization and how functions as regards 
newcomers in organizations. It is certain that organizational socialization is crucial for 
newcomers, and organizational socialization is crucial for the organization. The question 
becomes, who within the organization would be most effective in running organizational 
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socialization programs for newcomers? This section explores agents affecting newcomers’ 
organizational socialization, the role of supervisors, and the impact of supervisors on newcomer 
organizational socialization. 
Socialization Agents 
 Organizational socialization is a process that often involves different individuals at the 
organization. These individuals can affect newcomers’ socialization outcomes. Feldman’s (1994) 
study identified such individuals as socialization agents, the insiders responsible for socializing 
new hires. Previous studies identified several socialization agents, such as supervisors and 
coworkers.  
Supervisors are one of the most frequently mentioned socialization agents in 
organizational socialization studies (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Graen, 1976; Hanser & Muchinsky, 
1978; Kozlowski & Doherfy, 1989; Major et al., 1995; Schein, 1988). Newcomers should work 
with their supervisors closely. Consequently, interpersonal and work relationships will be built 
between newcomers and supervisors. It is common that a supervisor considerably impacts on 
newcomer socialization in different ways. 
 Coworkers, often serving as peers to target employees, can also affect the newcomer 
socialization process, serving as socialization agents. Newcomers may form a close relationship 
with their coworkers in a manner that is more informal than their relationship with supervisors. 
Such informal relations with coworkers may help newcomers to indirectly achieve organizational 
socialization successfully. For instance, through interactions with coworkers, newcomers may 
confirm information variously and integrate new information in a given setting (Van Maanen, 
1984). In addition, newcomers may check unclear values, norms or expectations, which may not 
be easily checked by supervisors or mentors (Schein, 1988). Researchers identified that 
coworkers serve important roles in socialization (Feldman, 1977; Louis et al., 1983). 
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Various organizations adapt mentoring programs to newcomer training programs. The 
reason is because mentors can support newcomers’ organizational socialization. Mentors are 
expected to promote newcomers’ adjustment to purposes of becoming socialized. This is 
achieved by providing individual support, advice, and information (Kram, 1985). A research 
study revealed that newcomers with mentors could learn more about organizational issues and 
practices through the observation of others and mentors (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993).  
Few studies focused on identifying senior management’s role in organizational 
socialization. This may be accounted for by the fact that a less-direct relationship often exists 
between senior management and newcomers, compared to supervisors or mentors. Regardless, 
senior management can influence organizational socialization by serving as positive models of 
organizational behavior (Fritz, Arnett, & Conkel, 1999).  
Role of Supervisors 
Among the agents of organizational socialization, the most critical person for 
organizational socialization is frequently identified as the supervisor. Studies indicated that 
supervisors are critical to a newcomer’s ultimate success or failure (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Graen, 
1976; Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978; Schein, 1988). Supervisors may reduce the negative result of 
unmet expectations (Major et al., 1995). They are important for expanding shared, interpretive 
systems that are expressive of comprehension (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). Further, the speed 
of decline in perceived supervisor support can affect a newcomer’s job satisfaction, role clarity, 
and salary rate (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009). Therefore, it is certain that supervisors have a 
significant impact on newcomers’ organizational socialization. Notably, however, beyond the 
confirmation of the existence of a supervisor’s impact on a newcomer’s organizational 
socialization, previous studies discussed the roles of supervisors in newcomers’ organizational 
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socialization process. Those roles include: important source of information acquisition, feedback, 
role clarity, and sense making. 
Previous research identified several roles that supervisors can perform for employees. 
Levels of empathy and specificity were low, despite genuineness and respect offered (Lambert, 
1974). Accounted for reasons are due to the supervisor’s focus on the feelings of employees’ 
client with ignorance of the employee’s feelings (Hansen, Pound, & Petro, 1976). Further, 
employees with high-level supervisors scored higher on empathy, regard, genuineness, and 
concreteness than employees with low-level supervisors (Pierce & Schauble, 1970). A follow-up 
study on the durability of effects found no change in facilitative levels of participants, except 
concreteness (Pierce & Schauble, 1971). Hence, supervisors’ behaviors are important in 
regulating employee’s emotions. These may influence performance. A supervisor’s role may 
involve helping employees to manage emotions. 
 Further understanding of responses could be found in groups with a nonrestrictive 
supervisor, compared to a group with a restrictive supervisor. This is identified as leader centered 
(Austin & Altekruse, 1972). Moreover, significant increases of facilitative conditions, offered by 
an employee, could be identified with monitor-modeling supervision (Silverman & Quinn, 
1974). Although, no significant change was found with the employee given immediate feedback 
supervision. This finding may suggest that collaborative, or co-counselor techniques, is better 
than directive supervision (Hansen et al., 1976). Therefore, another role of supervisors can be 
helping employee’s self-development as it relates to the job. 
Another research study randomly assigned employees to one of three experimental 
groups. It assigned a set of either positive, neutral, or negative expectations about the employee 
(Sundblad & Feinberg, 1972). In this study, an interpersonal attraction was considered as 
favorableness of expectations if it was held by one member of a dyadic relationship. It was found 
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that interpersonal attraction was positively related with supervisor warmth not with supervisor 
empathy or genuineness. Moreover, a positive set of expectation, when combined with 
experience in years, could yield high-process dimensions (Sundblad & Feinberg, 1972). From 
this and other research on social aspects of work, it is identifiable that social relationships 
between supervisors and employees can greatly impact employee’s work performance. 
Supervisors have the role of helping employees’ social development in the organization. 
Other identified roles of supervisors include communicating with employees and 
providing appropriate models to employees (Hansen et al., 1976). Didactic supervision (Payne, 
Weiss, & Kapp, 1972) and technique-oriented supervision (Payne et al., 1972) were found 
effective for improving employee performance. Therefore, a supervisor’s role of assisting the 
self-development of employees should be accomplished by providing appropriate models and 
advise. Employees’ preferences for a supervisory method (Birk, 1972), and a client’s perception 
about the relationship with the employee (Lanning, 1971) were not significantly related with 
employee’s work outcomes. But, employees’ expected relationships with clients was affected by 
their relationship to the supervisor.  
Supervisor’s Impact on Newcomer Organizational Socialization 
A substantive portion of extant research identified the interaction between newcomers 
and supervisors as a main channel for newcomer socialization. Regardless, a clear model of the 
impact of the supervisor on newcomers’ organizational socialization was not well developed. 
Few studies focused on the role of supervisors in newcomer socialization upon organizational 
entry (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009). Therefore, more studies are required to develop sufficient 
knowledge about the contributions of supervisors to newcomers’ socialization. It can be related 
with newcomer adjustments at work (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009). 
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  From the previous discussion, it is certain that supervisors present a significant impact on 
newcomers’ organizational socialization. However, beyond confirmation of the existence of a 
supervisor’s impact on a newcomer’s organizational socialization, previous studies discussed the 
roles of supervisors in newcomers’ organizational socialization processes. Those roles might 
include an important source of training transfer, information acquisition, role clarity, sense 
making, and feedback. 
Training transfer. An important role of supervisors for assisting NOS is to guide 
newcomers. Such practice aims to utilize knowledge and skills from trainings, applying it to 
work. Newcomers need to learn how to work appropriately after joining the organization. 
Researchers consider training to be important to the socialization process (Feldman 1989). The 
transfer of learning from training to work is a crucial factor for successful NOS. Further, studies 
identified a positive relationship between supervisor support and the outcomes of training 
transfer (Brinkerhoff & Montesino, 1995; Cromwell & Kolb, 2002; Gregoire, Propp & Poertner, 
1998; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992). Studies indicate that a supervisor’s level of support can 
increase trainee motivation (Facteau, Dobbins, Russell, Ladd, & Kudisch, 1995). It was influence 
opportunities to utilize learning from training to the job (Ford, Quiñones, Sego, & Sorra, 1992). 
Facteau et al.’s (1995) study confirmed a finding that employees, who reported supervisor’s 
encouragement and support, registered improved training transfer.  
From those studies, supervisor support is recognized as a supervisor’s behaviors aimed to 
optimize employee’s utilization of the knowledge, skills, and attitudes acquired in training on the 
job (Nijman, 2004). These behaviors of support can also include emotional and instrumental 
support before, during, and after training (Nijman, 2004). Relatedly, a study summarized how 
supervisor support for employee’s training transfer generally took form as information sharing, 
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feedback to job performance, or the provision of resources and incentives (Awoniyi, Griego, & 
Morgan, 2002). 
Another study regarded supervisor support for employee training transfer as management 
support (Brinkerhoff & Montesino, 1995). The study illustrated that an immediate discussion 
about training expectations with supervisors before the training, and a follow-up discussion 
about the transfer of skills with supervisors after the training, could be an example of 
supervisor’s management support. It required that the immediate supervisors discuss the training 
expectations before the training with their trainees. It involved a follow-up meeting to discuss the 
transfer of skills after the training. The results of the experiment of the two groups—with and 
without a supervisor’s management support—revealed differences in the training transfer of the 
two groups.  
Another study differentiated supervisor support as an identification factor and a support 
factor (Gregoire et al., 1998). The identification factor describes a supervisor’s help, which is 
offered to employees, for purposes of finding training opportunities. The support factor refers to 
a supervisor’s effort to provide visible help or reward to encourage employees. Specifically, it 
considers when employees attend training and supervisors help facilitate learning application. 
Both factors were valuable for improving employee’s training transfer.  
Further, research claimed that the credibility of the supervisor is an important factor in 
training transfer (Alawneh, 2008). The supervisor is positioned between employees and top 
management. Indeed, employees’ trust about the organization might be built through supervisors. 
Consequently, supervisors need to cultivate a reputation among employees as trustworthy and 
fair with regard to opportunities within the organization. Also, such perceptions and relations can 
motivate employees to adapt their learning from training to the job (Alawneh, 2008). 
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Based on previous studies about supervisor support for employee training transfer, it is 
certain that supervisors can influence employee’s training transfer. Moreover, improved training 
transfer relates to successful NOS. Therefore, it is recommended that supervisors actively 
support employees’ training. This may be accomplished by providing opportunities for the 
application of information learned from training, detailed feedback about transferring trained 
skills, and rewards for successful training transfer. Moreover, a supervisor’s effort to foster a 
climate of supporting employees’ training may increase credibility and enhance employees’ 
training transfer. Those supervisory activities might, ultimately, help newcomers to be 
successfully socialized in the organization. 
Information acquisition. NOS is a learning process, and the acquisition of information 
may be considered as the primary behavior in NOS. To become an integrated member of the 
organization, newcomers should be well informed of the task, role, group, and organization. 
Based on the NOS process studies, new employees focus on gathering information, learning 
tasks, and clarifying the roles at an early stage of NOS (Feldman, 1981; Louis, 1980; Van 
Maanen, 1976). To acquire information within the organization, newcomers should have 
resources within the organizational context (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). Sources of information 
include interpersonal sources. Examples are supervisors, coworkers, and mentors.  Other sources 
of information include non-interpersonal sources. Examples are indirect observation, written 
materials, and trials (Feldman, 1976; Kozlowski & Ostroff, 1987; Louis et al., 1983; Miller & 
Jablin, 1991; Reichers, 1987; Schein, 1988).  
Generally, supervisors are regarded as the most crucial source of information among the 
interpersonal sources of NOS (Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978; Schein, 1988). A study proved that 
supervisors serve an important function as an information source. They help newcomers to gain 
knowledge about task and role domains, which is significantly related to positive socialization 
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outcomes (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993). Also, research claimed that gathering more information 
or task knowledge from supervisors is associated with positive changes in socialization 
consequences over time (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993). Supervisors can reduce the negative 
impact of neglected expectations (Major et al., 1995). They are crucial for establishing a 
common interpretive framework, indicative of integration (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). 
Moreover, newcomers’ information-seeking behaviors may be identified as mediating 
variables among perceptions of NOS tactics, role orientation, and attributional confidence for 
supervisors (Mignerey, Rubin, & Gorden, 1995). Therefore, supervisors can provide more 
information about task requirements than about the task itself provides (Hanser & Muchinsky, 
1978). However, the study revealed that employees received more job appraisal information 
from performance of the task than from the supervisors (Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978). 
Another research investigated informativeness, based on psychological distance. It 
described the level of the informativeness of information sources, generally increasing as they 
shift from psychologically-distant sources (such as formal organization) to nearer sources (such 
as personal thoughts and feelings) (Greller & Herold, 1975). Newcomers can access relevant 
informative sources when supervisors are friendly or prominent (Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978). 
 Information acquisition is an important activity for successful NOS. A supervisor may 
function as a crucial information source. To be a productive source of information for 
newcomers, supervisors are encouraged to be friendly to newcomers and knowledgeable of 
various aspects of the organization. Knowledge of tasks and culture are examples. Further, 
information acquisition is necessary for newcomers at the early stage of NOS. Moreover, 
continuous interactions of information sharing, between newcomers and supervisors, is 
suggested for successful NOS. 
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Role clarity. Role clarity is an important concept for job performance. Attaining role 
clarity means that the newcomer becomes clearer about organizational expectations for the 
relevant role set. It involves scope and responsibilities of a job position (Rizzo, House, & 
Lirtzman, 1970). Further, a major task for newcomers in NOS is understanding the 
responsibilities and goals of the job position (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009). This major task of 
achieving role clarity is regarded as an NOS outcome (Feldman, 1981; Graen, 1976; Morrison, 
1993a; Schein, 1978; Wanous, 1992). 
High-role clarity helps employees to maintain their mental energy and to expend it, 
effectively achieving job tasks (Cohen, 1980). Research claimed that role clarity is positively 
related with different organizational outcomes, such as job performance (Graen, 1976; Jackson & 
Schuler, 1985). However, low-role clarity may be regarded as a job stressor because it inflicts 
high-cognitive overload on the employee. Also, it causes continuous energy consumption to find 
appropriate ways to achieve job goals (Fisher & Gitelson, 1983; Jackson & Schuler, 1985). This 
may result in decreased levels of employee motivation and ability to work properly (Jackson & 
Schuler, 1985). Moreover, low-role clarity might imply a lack of knowledge and skills to 
accomplish job goals (Tubre & Collins, 2000). 
Further, supervisors can affect newcomers’ organizational socialization in terms of role 
clarity (Bauer & Green, 1998; Graen, 1976; Morrison, 2002; Schein, 1978). Newcomers may 
learn role expectations from supervisors via knowledge and feedback (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 
1992). Supervisors might function as role models for newcomers (Holton & Russell, 1997; 
Weiss, 1977). As supervisors often define proper role behaviors, they can provide further 
information about the role of a given position, compared to definitions provided by other 
coworkers (Graen, 1976; Schein, 1988). Based on Graen’s (1976) study of interpersonal role-
making model, supervisors wield official power in newcomers’ role negotiations (Graen, 1976). 
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As such, interactions with supervisors could help newcomers gain clearer understanding of work 
roles. These are considered important factors in NOS. 
 Role expectations for newcomers are different from role expectations for experienced 
employees. As such, simple tasks are often given to newcomers first. Minimal time and quality 
standards are applied to newcomers. However, greater levels of production are gradually 
expected (Fisher, 1986) from newcomers. Therefore, continuous supervisor support is frequently 
required during the socialization process to clarify these new role expectations (Jokisaari & 
Nurmi, 2009). 
Sense making. At the early stage of organization entry, most newcomers have 
insufficient or incomplete information about their employment relationship (Rousseau, 2001). 
Newcomers undergo an intense sense-making process. Whereby, they understand and respond to 
a new environment (Louis, 1980). Sense making means cognitive processes with information and 
feedback-seeking as approaches to deal with surprises and novelties in a new environment 
(Ashford & Black, 1996; Louis, 1980). These processes can motivate newcomers to proactively 
interpret their early experiences. It functions as a foundation for anticipating future occasions. 
Also, newcomers might change expectations, making their psychological contract strategy more 
complete. Such approaches could help the individual to reduce levels of uncertainty and to make 
the experience in a new environment more predictable (Shore & Tetrick, 1994).  
The process of sense making is generally regarded as a cycle of events that arises over a 
duration of time (Louis, 1980). This cycle starts prior to entry. It occurs when future employees 
formulate conscious and unconscious expectations and assumptions about their future work 
relationship. After entry, newcomers may encounter events that initiate another process. Then, 
previous expectations are changed. Predictions for future experiences are reviewed (Louis, 
1980). Therefore, an active change of expectations and assumptions is included in this review of 
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cognitive procedures, along with actual experiences (Meyer, Bobocel, & Allen, 1991; Salancik & 
Pfeffer, 1978). Then, reviewed expectations and assumptions are related with cognitive schemas. 
These include: a cognitive structure, representing organized knowledge about an individual or 
situation. Typically, schemas influence the recognition of incoming information and the retrieval 
of information in memory (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). 
This sense-making process is regarded as fundamental to the advancement of attitudes 
and behaviors required to work effectively in a new environment (Bauer et al., 1998; Morrison, 
1993a, 1993b; Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Previous research described how sense making serves a 
crucial function in newcomer adjustment, especially at the early stage of NOS (Morrison, 1993a, 
1993b; Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Therefore, the active sense making of a psychological contract 
is requested vis-à-vis newcomers (Rousseau, 1995, 2001; Shore & Tetrick, 1994). 
Supervisors might facilitate this important process. Newcomers may rely on supervisors 
as a referent for sense making, thereby positively affecting newcomer adjustment (Morrison, 
1993a). In particular, supervisors are proficient in the newcomer’s job and able to provide 
cultural and technical information. This information may facilitate newcomers as integrated 
members of a work group. It enables them to gain skills for tasks and to develop interpretive 
strategies applicable to the organization (Bauer & Green, 1994; Comer, 1991; Falcione & 
Wilson, 1988; Louis, 1980; Morrison, 1993a). 
Feedback. Feedback is a commonly stated method in NOS research. Studies revealed 
that feedback is an important method for supervisors to help newcomers in various areas of NOS 
(Awoniyi et al., 2002; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). Ostroff and Kozlowski’s (1992) study 
asserted that supervisors provide knowledge and offer feedback to newcomers, thus assisting 
with their learning. In addition, newcomers are assigned new tasks. Their task mastery level and 
experience increase in the first few years of employment (Katz, 1980; Schein, 1978; Wanous, 
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1992). Continuous feedback is often needed during the NOS process as it relates to new tasks 
and role expectations (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009). 
Work-related feedback, and the process of giving and receiving feedback, can build 
familiarity and social identification. Feedback operates through information sharing about 
performance expectations, perceived level of performance, work goals, and ways of 
accomplishing a job (Young & Steelman, 2014). If supervisors can regularly provide 
constructive feedback to employees, it is more likely for employees to recognize the benefits of 
the relationship and to compensate the group. The reason is because feedback allows employees 
to obtain more social and tangible benefits (Blau, 1964). Therefore, continuous interpersonal 
feedback is important for NOS (Lord, Brown, & Freiberg, 1999) 
Further, a feedback environment is regarded as an important factor. It inspires effective 
functionality. Dimensions of feedback environment are presented in the previous study. A 
combination of those dimensions can be reflected in favorability of the feedback (Young & 
Steelman, 2014). Feedback may be perceived as valuable information, rather than evaluation, 
when the feedback environment is favorable. In this way, feedback may be delivered without 
rejection or defensiveness (Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). Valuable information is easier to 
obtain in a favorable feedback environment. It is less difficult to improve social identification 
with a feedback source (Anseel, Lievens, & Levy, 2007). Employees may experience a sense of 
belonging in the organization, given a favorable feedback environment. This might be 
accomplished through positive and negative feedback with a constructive and thoughtful manner. 
Then, it becomes easier for employees to access helpful information related with performance 
goals and role expectations (Young & Steelman, 2014). 
 Research identified how interactions between newcomers and supervisors are main 
channels for newcomer socialization. A precise model of supervisory impact on newcomers’ 
 	 48	
organizational socialization remains underdeveloped. Indeed, few studies focused on the role of 
supervisors in newcomer socialization, upon organizational entry (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009). 
Therefore, more studies are required to develop sufficient knowledge of supervisors’ 
contributions to newcomers’ socialization. It can be related with newcomer adjustments in the 
work place (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009). 
 Based on the discussions above, supervisors offer an important function for improving 
each area of newcomer adjustment. Some roles widely influence various NOS outcomes, and 
other roles are related to few NOS outcomes. Regardless, newcomer adjustment can be identified 
as successful when all areas are effectively achieved.  
Supervisors function as an important source for various and useful information. This 
function is particularly important for newcomers. Supervisors may help them to master tasks, 
clarify roles, acquire organizational knowledge, and identify socially. Based on NOS’s 
definition, learning is the primary activity in NOS. Information acquisition is required basically 
for most NOS activities. Hence, obtaining solid information, in terms of quality and quantity, is 
important for successful NOS. Supervisors are key individuals, providing information 
continuously to newcomers. Supervisors must maintain high information levels. 
Also, sense making is widely applicable to various areas of newcomer adjustment. It 
helps to improve newcomers’ task mastery, social identification, integration, and understanding 
of organizational knowledge. Reducing uncertainty and becoming accustomed to a new work 
environment are important aspects for newcomers. It facilitates integration as an organizational 
member. Further, sense making offers an important contribution for NOS goals. Research 
recognized supervisors as an important referent for sense making among newcomers (Morrison, 
1993a). Supervisors should be aware of their importance to help newcomers’ interpretations of 
initial organizational experiences. 
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Further, supervisors’ roles in training transfer and role clarity may be limited as regards 
task mastery and role clarification. The importance of those two roles cannot be ignored in NOS 
processes. The ability to accomplish tasks for a given job position is the basic requirement for 
successful NOS. Moreover, aspects of training transfer and role clarity are strongly related with 
job performance (Feldman 1989: Graen, 1976; Jackson & Schuler, 1985). Therefore, supervisors 
should support newcomers’ training and role clarification in various ways. Supervisors should 
remain vigilant and be aware how they may be perceived as role models by newcomers.  
Feedback is a powerful tool for supervisors to help newcomers’ organizational 
socialization. Through feedback, supervisors may support most areas of newcomer adjustment. 
Notably, feedback is not described in any specific area of newcomer adjustment. Instead, it is 
presented in the framework. Notably, only favorable feedback can be successfully delivered to 
employees (Young & Steelman, 2014). Supervisors should aim to develop their knowledge and 
skills to provide favorable feedback for employees. 
 
Organizational Commitment and Work Outcomes 
This section is composed of four parts. First part explores the concept of organizational 
commitment provided by previous research and synthesizes them. Second part discussed three 
component models of organizational commitment in order to understand different aspects of 
organizational commitment. Third part describes the concept of work performance as a related 
concept with organizational commitment. At the final part of this section, the role of 
organizational commitment in work performance is discussed in order to understand the 
relationship between organizational commitment and work outcomes. 
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Concept of Organizational Commitment 
 The organizational commitment variable attracts great attention from researchers 
(Chughtai & Zafar, 2006; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). Organizational commitment is an 
important topic of research with practical and theoretical implications (Nazari & Emami, 2012). 
Repeatedly, organizational commitment is recognized as a significant factor, determining the 
work behavior of employees in organizations. Studies articulate other reasons for its prominence 
in organizational literature (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; Meyer & 
Herscovitch, 2001; Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). The organizational commitment factor 
connects employees to the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997), helping the organization to 
succeed (Fornes, Rocco, & Wollard, 2008; Mowday et al., 1982). Research established 
organizational commitment’s relation as to positive organizational outcomes. Examples include 
job performance (Chen, Silverthorne, & Hung, 2006; Yousef, 2000), employee satisfaction 
(Chughtai & Zafar, 2006; Meyer et al., 2002; Yousef, 2000), and turnover (Angle & Perry, 1981; 
Meyer et al., 2002; Powell & Meyer, 2004). 
 Previous research defined organizational commitment variously. However, it is difficult 
to find concrete consistency among definitions of commitment (Mat Zin, 1998). This challenge 
creates a barrier to understanding research results (Darolia, Kumari, & Darolia, 2010). An 
example organizational definition refers to the degree to which an employee identifies his/her 
organization and its goals, wishing to retain membership in the organization (Robbins, 2006). 
However, many current research studies cited the definition of organizational commitment 
proffered by Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974), particularly in non-Western countries 
(Yousef, 2000). Organizational commitment can be described as an attachment to the 
organization. It is characterized by an intention to remain with the organization. It involves 
identification of the organization’s values and goals, including willingness to deploy extra effort 
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on behalf of the organization (Porter et al, 1974). This definition can be analyzed with three 
psychological factors. These include accepting organizational goals and values (identification), 
willingness to exert extra effort toward organizational goal accomplishment (involvement), and 
strong desire to maintain organizational membership (loyalty). 
Models of Organizational Commitment 
 Organizational commitment maybe accurately regarded as a psychological state, linking 
employees to their organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997). It may be categorized by three broad 
themes.  It may relate to affective orientation toward the organization, recognition of cost 
associated with leaving the organization, and moral obligation to retain membership in the 
organization. Component models of organizational commitment— affective, continuance, and 
normative commitment— are presented according to these themes (Meyer & Allen, 1997). An 
employee might have a combination of all the three components of commitment (Meyer & 
Allen, 1991, 1997).  
Affective commitment. Emotional attachment to an organization is the main concept of 
affective commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Affective commitment can be conceptualized as a 
psychological state, identifying the relationship between an employee and his/her organization 
(English, Morrison, & Chalon., 2010). Committed employees identify at a high level. Moreover, 
they become involved and enjoy membership in the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990). 
Individuals with strong affective commitments express higher commitment levels to pursuit of 
organizational goals (Darolia et al., 2010). They remain with the organization, wanting to do so 
(Allen & Meyer, 1990). 
A previous research study revealed affective commitment’s correlation significantly with 
four factors. These include satisfying conditions, expectations, self-presentation concerns, and 
individual adjustments (Powell & Meyer, 2004). It correlated negatively with withdrawal 
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cognitions, employee turnover, absenteeism, and stress and work-family conflict (Meyer et al., 
2002). Also, it identified a strong positive relationship among affective commitment and both job 
performance and organizational citizenship behavior. Another study concluded that employees 
with high affective commitment levels are willing to deploy extra effort whenever engaged in 
more interpersonal and organizational citizenship behaviors (Colquitt, LePine, Wesson, & Wu, 
2010). 
Continuance commitment. Awareness of the cost, related to leaving organizations, may 
increase continuance commitment. Specifically, it relates to the desire to maintain organizational 
membership (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Continuance commitment is described as the perception of 
cost which may be generated by discontinuing a course of action (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). 
Therefore, employees desire continued employment in the organization for reasons of necessity 
(Meyer & Allen, 1991).  
Further, what employees have provided for the organization in the past and compensation 
received from the organization are factors highly associated with continuance commitment 
(Yahaya & Ebrahim, 2016). Employees may benefit from high pay and other compensation 
related to job seniority while organizational membership is maintained. Those benefits may be 
forfeited by leaving the organization (Yahaya & Ebrahim, 2016). Hence, continued commitment 
results from side bets with the organization and a perceived shortage of choice for other 
employment arrangements outside the current organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Becker, 1960; 
Powell & Meyer, 2004).  
Side bets refer to anything meaningful to the employee, such as money, effort, and time. 
These assets are invested by the employee in the organization. These would be lost if the 
employee left the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1984). Side bets were identified, for instance, as 
follows: expectations of others, self-presentation concerns, impersonal bureaucratic 
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arrangements, individual adjustment, non-work concerns, lack of alternatives, and satisfying 
conditions. These factors significantly affect continuance commitment (Powell & Meyer, 2004). 
Employees with longer employment durations in the organization tend to register higher 
continuance commitment levels. The reason is because side bets can be accumulated over time 
and increase the cost of leaving the organization (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Powell & Meyer, 
2004). 
Also, continuance commitment can be affected by a lack of employment opportunities 
outside of the organizations (Colquitt et al., 2010). It means that employees would desire to 
maintain organizational membership when they believe they have a low chance of being hired 
with another organization. (Yahaya & Ebrahim, 2016). A high organizational commitment level 
is desirable for organizations. The reason is because it may increase employees’ motivation 
levels, encouraging them to become more committed to their jobs. Such employees generate high 
quality work outcomes, improving organizational performance (Yahaya & Ebrahim, 2016). 
However, continuance commitment is not desirable for the organization, since it is not 
motivating employees do more than basic job requirements (Cooper, 2003)  
Normative commitment. Feelings of obligation can also increase an employee’s desire 
to remain as a member of the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Normative commitment can 
be understood as the mindset of an obligation to follow a course of action, relevant to a target 
(Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). Therefore, employees with high normative commitment desire 
remain with an organization because they think they ought to do so (Meyer & Allen, 1991).  
Previous literature identified moral duty and indebted obligation as two main factors of 
normative commitment (Meyer & Parfyonova, 2010). Employees express high normative 
commitment when they feel that staying in the organization is the right or moral thing to do 
(Colquitt et al., 2010; Meyer & Allen, 1991). Moreover, employees will express high normative 
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commitment if they believe that loyalty is expected by the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990). 
Likewise, employees will have high normative commitment if they were affected by other 
employees as regards the importance of organizational loyalty (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Hence, 
employees choose to stay with an organization because of an obligation-based reason: a sense of 
having to be loyal to the organization in return for the organization’s investment in their 
employment (Allen & Meyer, 1990). 
Based on normative commitment characteristics, previous research proposed ways to 
enhance employees’ normative commitment (Colquitt et al., 2010). Creating a feeling that 
employees are indebted to the organization, and becoming a charitable organization, can increase 
employees’ normative commitment (Colquitt et al., 2010). For instance, employees may feel 
constrained to be loyal to the organization if they feel that the organization is investing vast 
resources in the training and professional development of employees (Colquitt et al., 2010). 
Correspondingly, employees may feel proud of the organization and have high normative 
commitment when the organization is engaged in charitable activities (Colquitt et al., 2010). 
Concept of Work Outcomes 
Employee work performance can be understood as a function of ability, job satisfaction, 
motivation, and resources. Therefore, proper action for causative factors are required to increase 
employee work performance (Lussier & Achua, 2001). Employee work performance has been 
studied, according to three major factors. These include accomplishing tasks, effort level, and 
support provided to the work force (Mathis, Jackson, & Valentine, 2013). Accomplishing tasks 
was studied, according to various aspects: talent, interest, personality factor, and psychological 
factor. Effort levels were investigated, involving the following subparts: motivation, work ethic, 
work attendance, and work planning. Support for work performance was explored, according to 
several different perspectives. These include training, tools, known expectation, and productive 
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work colleagues (Mathis et al., 2013). Among those aspects: work performance, job 
performance, job satisfaction, and turnover intention were selected for this study, regarding 
organizational benefits from NOS. 
Task performance. Research described job performance as the capability of a worker to 
complete various jobs, according to established requirements (Saeed, Waseem, Sikander, & 
Rizwan, 2014). Completion of job-related responsibilities by an employee denote performance. It 
is linked with achievement or failure. Performance can be measured by different factors. These 
include: organizational skills, time management, leadership skills, and efficiency to evaluate 
each employee individually (Saeed et al., 2014).  
Expectancy Theory explains negativity of job performance as a situation whereby an 
employee is not competent to benefit. It results in the employee quitting the job (Vroom, 1964). 
Further, negative feedback received by an employee, regarding performance, or negative 
responses generally, may influence employees’ consideration to quite or leave an organization 
(Allen & Griffeth, 1999). Specifically, when employees work properly but do not gain what they 
expect, they often think of leaving the organization (Lee & Mitchell, 1994), Therefore, proper 
reward and accurate feedback for employee’s job performance is important for maintaining 
employees’ commitment to an organization (Saeed et al., 2014).  
Job satisfaction. Research described job satisfaction as a pleasurable or positive 
emotional state, resulting from appraisal of one’s job or job experience (Locke, 1976). A positive 
relationship could be found between overall satisfaction and task performance (Edwards, Bell, 
Arthur, & Decuir, 2008). Also, research considered how managers can improve employees’ job 
performance by applying managerial strategies. Thereby, managers increase job satisfaction and 
job motivation (Springer, 2011). Literature identified previously that employee’s performance 
can be positively affected by several factors, including job satisfaction (Chen, Zhao, Liu, & 
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Dash, 2012; DuBrin, 2015; Hira & Waqas, 2012; Iqbal, Melhem, & Kokash, 2012; Tobing, 
2009), job involvement, and internal marketing (Chen et al., 2012). Therefore, a higher the job 
satisfaction level results basically in higher employee performance levels (Saeed et al., 2014). 
Moreover, scholarship reported facets of job satisfaction, including pay, coworker, 
supervision, and work. It argued that such facets revealed significant impact on organizational 
commitment (Fu, Deshpande, & Zhao, 2011). Studies claimed that job satisfaction had a 
significant impact on organizational commitment (Qureshi, Hayat, Ali, & Sarwat, 2011; Malik, 
Nawab, Naeem, & Danish, 2010; Samad, 2005). 
Turnover intention. When employees are not satisfied with their jobs, and organizations 
do not trust in their employees, the employee’s intention for turnover will be greater. Indeed, the 
duration of job term will be less (Pfeffer, 2007). Involuntary turnover occurs when an 
organization requests that the employee leave. Voluntary turnover occurs when the employee 
quits the job by willing. (Dess & Shaw 2001).  
Turnover can cause the organization absorb the heavy cost of replacing employees. It is a 
negative consequence. The organization pays in time, recruiting and selecting activities that 
increase administration responsibilities (Staw, 1980). However, employees’ quitting can 
positively affect the efficiency employees remaining (Riley, 2006). It may be positive for 
organizations to remove employees who cannot be productive and replace them with productive 
ones. This may increase human capital. New employees may bring innovative ideas and 
solutions (Saeed et al., 2014). Minor turnover can reduce conflicts and bring change and 
innovation to the organization. Such change is healthy for the organization (Grobler, 2005). 
Role of Organizational Commitment in Employee’s Work Outcomes 
 Previous research identified that organizational commitment has a positive relationship 
with several favorable work outcomes. According to Suliman and Iles (2000), organizational 
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commitment functions as a driving force for organizational performance. Studies reveal that 
organizational commitment can be positively related to several factors: performance (Chughtai & 
Zafar, 2006), job satisfaction (Angle & Perry, 1981; Chughtai & Zafar, 2006; Meyer et al., 2002; 
Mowday et al., 1979; Pool & Pool, 2007; Porter et al., 1974), motivation (Mathieu & Zajac, 
1990), and organizational citizenship behavior (Riketta, 2002). However, previous studies 
claimed that organizational commitment can be negatively related to absenteeism (Angle & 
Perry, 1981; Farrel & Stamm, 1988), and turnover rate (Angle & Perry, 1981; Chughtai & Zafar, 
2006; Porter et al., 1974). 
A study investigated the impact of organizational commitment on the financial 
performance of 202 companies in Malaysia (Abdul Rashid et al., 2003). Results showed that 
62% of respondents had continuance commitment, 32% had affective commitment, and only six 
percent had normative commitment. Each commitment had significant influence on performance 
(Abdul Rashid, Sambasivan, & Johari, 2003). Other studies illustrated that organizational 
commitment had a positive impact on job performance (Chen et al., 2006). The sample focused 
on accounting professionals and managers in Taiwan and the United States. The study indicated 
that the American sample reported higher level of organizational commitment and job 
performance than the Taiwanese sample. However, organizational commitment was noted. It has 
a positive impact on the job performance of employees. This is true for both samples (Chen et 
al., 2006). The relationship between organizational commitment and job performance was not 
sufficiently strong, according to previous research (Huey Yiing, & Zaman Bin Ahmad, 2009). 
Organizational commitment is positively related to job satisfaction and performance 
(Yousef, 2000). As discussed, job satisfaction has been identified to have a significant 
relationship to organizational commitment (Fu et al.,2011; Malik et al. 2010; Qureshi et al. 2011; 
Samad, 2005). Organizational commitment and job satisfaction affect each other, according to 
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previous research. In contrast, other research revealed that organizational commitment is 
negatively related with job satisfaction (Huey Yiing, & Zaman Bin Ahmad, 2009). Most models 
of turnover assume that job satisfaction leads to increased organizational commitment (Cramer, 
1996). It is mainly due to the causal relationship. It regards job satisfaction as an effective and 
immediate response of work performance. Organizational commitment can be recognized insofar 
as highly committed employees are less likely to leave (Tarigan, & Ariani, 2015). 
Researchers identify organizational commitment as a mediator in the relationship 
between job satisfaction and turnover intention (Vandenberghe & Tremblay, 2008). 
Organizational commitment influences work attitudes, such as job satisfaction and job 
involvement. It is correlated with job satisfaction and engagement (Mathieu & Farr, 1991). 
Affective commitment was also recognized as a mediator in the relationship between job 
satisfaction and turnover intention (Netemeyer, Burton, & Johnston, 1995). Another study 
proposed components of organizational commitment as mediating factors in the relationship 
between job satisfaction and turnover intention (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Previous studies asserted 
that only affective commitment and normative commitment fully mediate the relationship 
between job satisfaction and turnover intention (Dunham, Grube, & Castaneda, 1994; Meyer, 
Allen, & Gellatly, 1990; Hackett, Bycio, & Hausdorf, 1994; Somers, 1993; Jaros, 1997; McGee 
& Ford, 1987).  
 The three components of organizational commitment are negatively related to turnover 
intention (Tarigan, & Ariani, 2015). Organizational commitment is identified as a predictor of 
other outcomes, such as intention to leave the organization (Ferris & Aranya, 1983), 
absenteeism, and level of effort (Allen & Meyer, 1996). Organizational commitment can also 
lead to important outcomes of decreasing turnover, increasing motivation, organizational 
citizenship behavior, and organizational support (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986). Employees with 
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high commitment will contribute remarkably more to the organization, perform better, engage in 
organizational citizenship behavior. They are less likely to engage in behaviors that are not 
productive or destructive (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Meyer et al, 2002). It could be 
suggested that affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative commitment 
have a negative relationship to the employee’s intention to leave the organization (Hackett et al., 
1994; Meyer et al., 1993; Cohen, 1993). 
 
Conceptual Framework 
 This section synthesizes information reviewed from previous research related to the 
current study. It presents a conceptual framework, investigating the relationships among 
supervisor socialization behavior, newcomer organizational socialization outcomes, 
organizational commitment, and work outcomes. 
 The first section provided a brief history of HRD and the concept of HRD. From the 
review of HRD literature, the concept of HRD’s development was discussed. Definitions of 
HRD were explored to understand the concept of HRD. In this study, HRD is defined as the 
systematic process of improving organizational performance through employee development, 
organization development, and career development programs. The performance perspective of 
HRD was considered with the aim of understanding the goal of the study in HRD. HRD scholars 
debate the concept, but the ultimate purpose of HRD is to improve performance of the system in 
which it is embedded and which provides the resources to support it (Swanson & Arnold, 1997). 
Likewise, this study investigates employees’ work performance. It aims to consider, as a research 
construct, the performance perspective of HRD. Workplace learning is also explored from the 
perspective of HRD. NOS contains the concept of learning in the workplace. Concepts of 
workplace learning can be valuable for understanding the concept of NOS. 
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 Another section explored several perspectives of NOS. Discussion of social context at 
work could be meaningful as a basic concept for the development of NOS notions. Social 
Learning Theory serves fundamentally to the concept of social context at work. It explains 
learning new behaviors through observing and imitating others (Bandura, 1977). Social aspects 
of work can be connected with workplace learning. Ultimately, it affects individual and 
organizational performance. Provided workplace learning and social contexts of work, NOS can 
be understood as a learning process, encouraging a newcomer to become a fully participating 
member of an organization. Previous studies of NOS processes and outcomes were also 
discussed. It explored how the concept of NOS has been developed further. Social integration 
and social competence were presented as important outcomes of NOS in this study. 
 The subsequent section examined the role of supervisors in NOS. Several socialization 
agents were studied in previous research. The supervisor is identified as an important 
socialization agent. This figure may greatly affect newcomer’s organizational socialization. 
Then, several supervisory roles were explored. Five specific roles of supervisors were illustrated. 
These include: training transfer, information acquisition, role clarity, sense making, and 
feedback. These are particularly important for NOS. 
 The next section discussed organizational commitment and its roles on employee-work 
outcomes. Organizational commitment can be understood as the degree to which employees 
identify the organization and its goals, wishing to maintain membership (Robbins, 2006). 
Organizational commitment can be categorized into models, as follows: affective commitment, 
normative commitment, and continuance commitment. An employee may express a combination 
of those three commitment components (Meyer & Allen, 1991, 1997). Further, organizational 
commitment can be positively related to performance (Chughtai & Zafar, 2006), job satisfaction 
(Angle & Perry, 1981; Chughtai & Zafar, 2006; Meyer et al., 2002; Mowday et al., 1979; Pool & 
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Pool, 2007; Porter et al., 1974). It may be negatively related to turnover rate (Angle & Perry, 
1981; Chughtai & Zafar, 2006; Porter et al., 1974). 
In this study, socialization behaviors, used by supervisors, were categorized by five 
dimensions. They were regarded as important to the roles of supervisors in NOS. Previous 
studies claimed that monitoring and providing appropriate feedback are important functions of 
supervisors as regards NOS (Awoniyi et al., 2002; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). Also, 
supervisors’ support for newcomers’ development in task performance and social relations in the 
organization may inspire newcomers to learn tasks and roles more quickly. This is part of the 
process of becoming a true member of the organization (Brinkerhoff & Montesino, 1995; 
Cromwell & Kolb, 2002; Gregoire et al., 1998; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992). Moreover, building 
consensus between the supervisor and newcomer could help the newcomer to understand the 
norms and goals of the organization (Bauer & Green, 1994; Comer, 1991; Falcione & Wilson, 
1988; Louis, 1980; Morrison, 1993a). 
Previous studies reviewed regard newcomer organizational socialization and related 
areas. A conceptual framework of socialization behaviors that are used by supervisors may be 
developed. Specific areas of focus include socialization outcomes, organizational commitment, 
and work outcomes. Figure 2.3 illustrates possibilities. For this study, socialization behaviors 
used by supervisors can work as the independent variable. It may improve newcomers’ 
organizational socialization outcomes. Examples include social integration and social 
competence. Then, improved socialization outcomes may increase newcomers’ work outcomes, 
such as task performance, job satisfaction, and reduced turnover intention. Components of 
organizational commitment may impact the relationship between socialization outcomes and 
work outcomes, functioning as a moderator. 
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Figure 2.3. Conceptual framework of the study
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
 
 This chapter discusses the methodology used to answer research questions of this study. 
This chapter illustrates the research methodology in seven sections. Research type is the first 
section. It discusses the type of method used in this study. The second section addresses the 
research setting used for conducting this study. The third section explains how study respondents 
were selected. The fourth section presents definitions of the variables employed for this study. 
The fifth section presents instrument design, used for conducting this study. The sixth section 
describes data collection procedures. Finally, the seventh section illustrates data analysis 
procedures. 
 
Research Type 
 Correlational research is the type of research used in this study. It was employed to 
explain the phenomena of supervisor socialization behaviors and newcomer outcomes, focusing 
on Korean large enterprises. The purpose of correlational research is to identify relationships 
among the measured variables but without experiment and control of extraneous variables (Price, 
Chiang, & Jhangiani, 2015). This study also aims to investigate relationships among variables. 
These include supervisor socialization behaviors, newcomer socialization outcomes, 
organizational commitment, and newcomer work outcomes. Correlational research proves 
valuable for a study, investigating a complex construct, or developing a theory based on some 
behavioral phenomena (Ary, Jacobs, Irvine, & Walker, 2018). Further, correlational study is 
useful when it is impossible, impractical, or unethical to manipulate the independent variable 
(Price et al., 2015). It is also nearly impossible to manipulate the independent variable in this 
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study, newcomers’ experiences with supervisors. Therefore, correlational research was selected 
as the research type suitable for this study. 
 
Research Setting 
 This study was conducted as regards three large Korean enterprises. These include 
Samsung, LG, and Hyundai. These enterprises are located in Seoul, Korea. In these global 
manufacturing companies, newcomers experience organizational socialization processes with 
several Human Resource Development (HRD) programs. However, they do not have specific 
supervisor training programs for supporting newcomer organizational socialization. The 
following five criteria was applied to identify a suitable research setting for this study. 
1) Three large Korean enterprises—Samsung, LG, and Hyundai—are recognized as global 
companies where global level organizational socialization programs are provided to new 
employees. 
2) These companies provided organizational socialization programs to newcomers; 
however, it did not provide supervisor training for newcomer organizational socialization. 
3) Newcomers worked in organizations more than six months and less than one year. This 
duration provided newcomers with sufficient organizational socialization experiences 
with supervisors, excluding employees beyond the organizational socialization phase. 
4) Sampled newcomers never worked for other organizations as full-time employee 
previously, excluding effects of previous work experience on organizational 
socialization. 
5) Newcomers, as subjects for this study, perform different job tasks but similar job rolls at 
the work place, excluding external effects of job contents in organizational socialization 
process. 
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Researchers contend that Korean organizations emphasize human resource policies, 
improving employee cohesiveness (Lee, 1998; Park, Youn, & Lim, 1999). Close interactions 
exist between supervisors and newcomers. These may be improved with newcomer 
organizational socialization (NOS). The organizations selected for this study are large enough to 
function globally, representing Korean enterprises. All present global standards for most 
company functions, including employee training and development. They exist within Korean 
organizational cultures. Consequently, these companies present favorable research environments 
for this study. Therefore, they were selected appropriately as research settings. 
 Samsung is a large group of companies, established in 1938, with about 309,000 
employees in about 80 countries. It is headquartered in Seocho, Seoul, Korea. In 2017, its 
operating profit was $50 billion. Samsung hires about 8,000 new employees every year with its 
new employee orientation program held at the Samsung HRD Center. 
 Likewise, LG is a large group of companies, established in 1947, with about 147,000 
employees in about 120 locations around the world. It is headquartered in Yeouido, Seoul, 
Korea. It recorded profits of $2.23 billion in 2017. LG hires about 9,000 new employees 
annually with its new employee orientation program held at the LG Academy. 
 Hyundai is a large group of companies, established in 1947, with about 118,320 
employees globally. It is headquartered in Jongro, Seoul, Korea. It recorded a net profit of $4.8 
billion in 2016. Hyundai also hires about 9,000 new employees annually with new employee 
orientation programs held at the Hyundai HRD Center. 
 New employees of three different companies were potential respondents of this study. 
The reason is because specific organizational cultures may affect the study’s results, if the 
respondents were selected within a specific organization. This study does not aim to see the 
results, only applicable to a specific organization, but aim to show the results, explicit enough to 
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be applied to most of organizations. Respondents from different organizations may reduce the 
chance of external effects of organizational culture in the study. All three Korean enterprises 
have several employee training and development programs in their HRD centers and job 
locations. New employees of enterprises receive orientation and training to improve performance 
at work. No specific training program is provided to supervisors to improve knowledge and skills 
for supporting newcomers’ organizational socialization.  
 
Selection of Respondents 
 Potential respondents of this study were new employees of three Korean large 
enterprises. They worked with the organization more than six months and less than one year. 
About 5,500 new employees in Korea fit the criteria of the research setting selected for this 
study. A survey respondent recruitment email was distributed to potential respondents, selected 
by the organization based on the requested criteria from the researcher. A link to the 
questionnaire, providing an online survey tool, was distributed to the respondent a week after the 
recruitment email was sent. Because the respondents were contacted by the organization, first 
part of the survey asks their working experience in the current organization, nationality, and 
previous working experience as a full time employee. Those questions could confirm if the 
respondents met the selection criteria. Therefore, respondents of this study have the common 
characteristics of the following: 
1) Respondents are working for a Korean large company 
2) Respondents have worked for the current organization for more than six months and less 
than one year. 
3) Respondents are working for different department in the organization but doing similar 
job rolls as employees in a corporate office setting 
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4) Respondents have earned at least high school diploma but most of them have been 
involved in college level education 
5) Respondents have Korean nationality 
6) Respondents do not have working experience in other organizations as a full time 
employee. 
7) Respondents have experienced traditional onboarding trainings for their organizational 
socialization. 
 
Four feasible errors may be generated. These include sampling error, frame error, 
selection error, and non-respondent error. It regards the survey research (Miller, Kobayashi, & 
Hayden, 2009). There is a chance of sampling error in this study. The reason is because this 
study does not intend to measure the entire population of new employees. However, it is 
impractical to measure all population of this study. Correspondingly, study respondents 
sufficiently represent the population of new employees with six months to one year working 
experience in a Korean large organization, performing job tasks in a corporate office setting. 
The discrepancy of the actual population from the target population might increase a 
chance of frame error. Again, the population of this study is limited to new employees of three 
Korean large enterprises. The actual population may be consistent with the target population. 
Selection error can occur when the sample is selected outside of the target population, 
due to improper selection process. All study respondents are new employees, hired with six 
months to one year, registering working experience in an organization. The first section of the 
questionnaire screens the sample, eliminating those who do not fit selected research criteria. 
Finally, a web-based survey of study may cause non-response errors, according to 
research conducted by Miller et al. (2009). Non-response errors may occur as respondents fail to 
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answer survey questions or do not complete the survey questionnaire. For the purpose of 
reducing the chance of non-response error, this study designed the survey tool with due 
consideration. It considers factors that may increase the response rate. These include: length of 
questionnaire, cover letter, explanation of confidentiality, ease of completion, interest aroused by 
content, and follow-up procedures (Ary et al., 2018). 
 
Operational Definition of Variables 
This study includes four latent variables. They may be operationalized, as follows. 
Socialization Behaviors Used by Supervisors 
Prior to discuss the latent variable of socialization behaviors used by supervisor, the 
concept of supervisor can be operationalized first. Supervisor can be described as an 
administrative officer in charge of a business, government, or school unit or operation (Merriam 
Webster Dictionary). The supervisor is normally an authorized senior member of the 
organization, assigned to direct, coordinate, enhance, monitor and evaluate the job performance 
of the junior member of the organization for whose work is held accountable. (Kadushin & 
Harkness, 2014). Therefore, an employee may have several supervisors in different hierarchical 
levels of the organization. However, direct interaction between employees and supervisors can 
be insufficient if the gap is big in the hierarchy of the organization between employees and 
supervisors. In order to measure the direct impact of a supervisor on an employee, the concept of 
supervisor in this study has been limited as the direct supervisor who is one level higher in the 
hierarchy of the organization and closely interact with the employee at work. 
This construct measures supervisors’ behaviors that potentially impact newcomers’ 
organizational socialization. It focuses on variables, ranging from those that provide appropriate 
feedback, build consensus, improve social relationships, support newcomer’s development, and  
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Variable Item 
Providing Appropriate 
Feedback 
• My supervisor gives appropriate feedback to me about my 
task-related behaviors in the organization. 
• My supervisor gives appropriate feedback to me about my 
off-task behaviors in the organization. 
• My supervisor provides suggestions for alternative ways of 
doing my tasks. 
Building Consensus 
• My supervisor renegotiates goals with me. 
• My supervisor establishes clear goals conjointly with me 
against which progress in supervision can be measured. 
Improving Social 
Relationship 
• My supervisor gives emotional support to me when 
appropriate. 
• My supervisor calls me by my name. 
• My supervisor establishes a good rapport with me. 
Supporting 
Newcomer’s 
Development 
• My supervisor helps me to develop self-confidence as a 
specialist. 
• My supervisor encourages me to find my own style of doing 
my tasks. 
• My supervisor encourages me to experiment with different 
assessment and intervention techniques to discover my own 
unique styles. 
• My supervisor helps me to assess my own weaknesses. 
• My supervisor helps me to deal with my own defensiveness 
when it arises in supervision. 
Monitoring 
Newcomer’s Work 
Behavior 
• My supervisor observes me doing my tasks. 
• My supervisor checks my task processes and outcomes 
outside of the supervision hours. 
• My supervisor evaluates me. 
• My supervisor is sensitive to the differences between how I 
talk about my actions and how I really behave for the tasks. 
 
Table 3.1 Measures of socialization behaviors used by supervisors 
 
monitor newcomer’s work behaviors. Variables refer to newcomers’ experiences with 
supervisors. They were asked of respondents from the perspectives of frequency and importance. 
Variables were asked to respondents, including how frequently they experienced supervisor’s 
specific behaviors and how important is the behavior to the respondent. Table 3.1 presents the 
results. Initially, the scale was developed by Worthington and Roehlke (1979). It consists of 17 
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supervisor behaviors, including factor loadings of more than .55. These exist among the 42 
supervisor behaviors generated from the interview. The 17 items of this construct were divided 
into five variables by the researcher, aiming to distinguish different types of socialization 
behaviors.  
Providing appropriate feedback. This variable refers to how frequently and importantly 
the respondent experienced supervisor’s behaviors. It focused on supervisor’s providing 
appropriate feedback on employee’s work. In this study, the variable of providing appropriate 
feedback is an average score of three items. This variable was assessed with a six-point Likert 
scale. It ranges from 1 (never) to 6 (very frequently) for frequency and 1 (not at all important) to 
6 (extremely important) for importance. 
Building consensus. This variable refers to how frequently and importantly the 
respondent experienced supervisor’s behaviors of building consensus with the respondent at their 
work. For this study, the variable of building consensus is an average score of two items. This 
variable was assessed with a six-point Likert scale. It ranges from 1 (never) to 6 (very frequently) 
for frequency and 1 (not at all important) to 6 (extremely important) for importance. 
Improving social relationship. This variable refers to how frequently and importantly 
the respondent experienced supervisor’s behaviors. It focuses on improving social relationships 
with the respondent at work. In this study, the variable of improving the social relationship is an 
average score of three items. This variable was assessed with a six-point Likert scale. It ranges 
from 1 (never) to 6 (very frequently) for frequency and 1 (not at all important) to 6 (extremely 
important) for importance. 
Supporting newcomer’s development. This variable refers to how frequently and 
importantly the respondent experienced supervisor’s behaviors. It focuses on supporting 
respondent’s development at work. In this study, the variable of supporting newcomer’s 
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development is an average score of five items. This variable was assessed with a six-point Likert 
scale. It ranges from 1 (never) to 6 (very frequently) for frequency and 1 (not at all important) to 
6 (extremely important) for importance. 
Monitoring newcomer’s work behaviors. This variable refers to how frequently and 
importantly the respondent experienced supervisor’s behaviors. It focuses on monitoring 
respondent’s work behaviors at work. In this study, the variable of monitoring newcomer’s work 
behaviors is an average score of four items. This variable was assessed with a six-point Likert 
scale. It ranges from 1 (never) to 6 (very frequently) for frequency and 1 (not at all important) to 
6 (extremely important) for importance. 
Socialization Outcomes Perceived by Newcomer Employee 
This construct was measured for socialization outcomes perceived by newcomers. They 
may result from supervisor’s socialization behaviors, according to two variables of social 
integration and social competence. Variables refer to newcomers’ perceptions about socialization 
outcomes. Questions were asked to respondents regarding how they perceive level of becoming 
socially integrated and competent in the organization. Table 3.2 presents results. 
Social integration. This variable refers to the respondent’s perception of the extent to 
which the respondent socially integrated into the organization upon entering an organization. In 
this study, the variable of social integration is an average score of five items. The scale was 
originally developed by Morrison (1993b) and modified by the researcher for this study. This 
variable was assessed with a six-point Likert scale. It ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 
(strongly agree). 
Social competence. This variable refers to the respondent’s perception of the extent to 
which the respondent is socially competent in the organization, upon entering the organization. 
In this study, the variable of social competence is an average score of six items, including one 
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reverse question. The scale was adapted from the work of Araújo, Taveira, and Candeias (2009). 
It was originally developed to assess the social competence of adolescents. It was modified by 
the researcher for this study. This variable was assessed with a six-point Likert scale. It ranges 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 
 
Variable Item 
Social Integration 
• I feel comfortable with my co-workers. 
• My co-workers seem to accept me as one of them. 
• I get along with the people I work with very well. 
• The success of other members of my organization helps me 
to achieve my own objectives. 
• The members of my organization are quick to defend each 
other from criticism by outsiders. 
Social Competence 
• I know who I need to work with for different tasks. 
• I know who I need to contact in my organization when I 
have a problem. 
• I think I understand the social networks in my organization. 
• I think I understand the culture in my organization. 
• I personally know only a few people in my organization 
(Reverse). 
• I can introduce someone in my organization when someone I 
know has a problem. 
 
Table 3.2 Measures of socialization outcomes perceived by newcomer employees 
 
Organizational Commitment Perceived by Newcomer Employees 
This construct was measured for organizational commitment perceived by newcomers. It 
may moderate the relationship between socialization outcomes and work outcomes, according to 
three variables. These include affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative 
commitment. These variables refer to newcomers’ perceptions about their organizational 
commitment. Respondents were asked how they perceive the extent to which they have 
organizational commitment. Table 3.3 presents results. The scale was originally developed by 
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Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979). It is divided into three variables by the researcher to 
distinguish different models of organizational commitment. 
 
Variable Item 
Affective Commitment 
• I am proud to tell others that I am part of my organization. 
• I talk up my organization to my friends as a great 
organization to work for. 
• I feel very little loyalty to my organization (Reverse). 
Continuance 
Commitment 
• I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to 
keep working for my organization. 
• It would take very little change in my present circumstances 
to cause me to leave my organization (Reverse). 
Normative 
Commitment 
• I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that 
normally expected in order to help my organization be 
successful. 
• I find that my values and my organization’s values are very 
similar. 
• My organization really inspires the very best in me in the 
way of job performance. 
 
Table 3.3. Measures of organizational commitment perceived by newcomer employees 
 
Affective commitment. This variable refers to the respondent’s perception of the extent 
to which the respondent has positive emotional attachment to the organization. In this study, the 
variable of affective commitment is an average score of three items. This variable was assessed 
with a six-point Likert scale. It ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 
Continuance commitment. This variable refers to the respondent’s perception of the 
extent to which the respondent desires to maintain organizational membership. In this study, the 
variable of continuance commitment is an average score of two items. This variable was assessed 
with a six-point Likert scale. It ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 
Normative commitment. This variable refers to the respondent’s perception of the 
extent to which the respondent has feelings of obligation to their organization. In this study, the 
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variable of normative commitment is an average score of three items. This variable was assessed 
with a six-point Likert scale. It ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 
Work Outcomes Perceived by Newcomer Employees 
This construct was measured for work outcomes perceived by newcomers. These may 
result from newcomer’s socialization outcomes, according to three variables. Variables include 
task performance, job satisfaction, and turnover intention. Variables refer to newcomers’ 
perceptions about work outcomes. They were asked to respondents with regard to how they 
perceive the extent to which the respondent generated positive outcomes in the organization. 
Table 3.4 presents results. 
Task performance. This variable refers to the respondent’s perception of the extent to 
which the respondent properly performed their job tasks in the organization. In this study, the 
variable of task performance is an average score of five items. The scale was adapted from the 
one proposed by Koopmans (2014). It was modified by the researcher for this study. This 
variable was assessed with a six-point Likert scale. It ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 
(strongly agree). 
Job satisfaction. This variable refers to the respondent’s perception of the extent to 
which the respondent is satisfied with his/her job in the organization. In this study, the variable 
of job satisfaction is an average score of eight items, including two reverse questions. The scale 
was adapted from the one provided by Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh (1983). It was 
modified by the researcher for this study. This variable was assessed with a six-point Likert 
scale. It ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 
Turnover intention. This variable refers to the respondent’s perception of the extent to 
which the respondent has an intention to leave the organization. In this study, the variable of 
turnover intention is an average score of three items. The scale was adapted from the one 
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proposed by Cammann et al., (1983). It was modified by the researcher for this study. This 
variable was assessed with a six-point Likert scale. It ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 
(strongly agree). 
 
Variable Item 
Task Performance 
• I am able to plan my work so that I finished it on time. 
• I keep in mind the work result I needed to achieve. 
• I am able to distinguish main issues from side issues. 
• I am able to carry out my work well with minimal time and 
effort. 
• I plan my work optimally. 
Job Satisfaction 
• Overall, I am satisfied with my job. 
• I am satisfied with my working conditions. 
• I am satisfied with the amount of training I receive on the 
job. 
• There is really too little chance for promotion on my job 
(Reverse). 
• I like the people I work with. 
• My supervisor is unfair to me (Reverse). 
• I like doing the things I do in my job. 
• I feel that I am well treated in my organization. 
Turnover Intention 
• I am often thinking of quitting my job. 
• I am probably looking for a new job for the next year. 
• I am going to leave my job in a year. 
 
Table 3.4. Measures of work outcomes perceived by newcomer employees 
 
Instrument Design 
 The instrument for this study was developed based on the previous test items. The 
procedure for establishing content validity of the instrument occurred before the actual survey. 
Further, the survey was conducted with respondents. They are native to the Korean language. 
Therefore, translation of the instrument was carefully conducted before the actual survey. 
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Instrument Validity 
Validity reflects the extent to which the instrument measures the concept or phenomenon 
that it is studied (Ary et al., 2018). To establish validity, the instruments must be developed, 
based on an extensive literature review in HRD and NOS. A panel of experts reviewed the 
questionnaires for content validity. This panel of experts was comprised of a group of 
individuals, including two scholars and three HRD professionals. Two scholars are HRD 
professors with sufficient knowledge of research methodology, theory in HRD, and 
organizational socialization. Three HRD professionals work in the selected Korean companies, 
thus providing practical perspectives on the development of the instrument. It focused on when 
the instrument is applied to the population of this study. These professionals worked in HRD 
fields for more than five years.  
Each member of the panel was asked to evaluate the clarity of the questionnaires. To test 
careful review of the panel, unrelated items were added to the early version of the instrument. If 
any member of the panel identified any unclear or inappropriate wording or expressions, the 
member was asked to indicate as such and suggest a desirable word or expression. Members 
were asked to provide suggestions for improving the questionnaires’ content validity. Comments 
on survey items from the panel of experts were used to modify the early version of the 
instrument. After revising the instrument several times, the final version of instrument was 
completed. 
Translation of the Instrument to Korean 
The researcher developed an English version of the survey. The instrument for the actual 
survey was translated into Korean. To validate the initial translation, three Korean HRD 
professionals confirmed the translation before the actual survey was administered. The 
professionals work in the selected Korean companies. These are the same people asked to 
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provide practical perspectives on the development of the instrument. Three Korean doctoral 
students, enrolled in the HRD program at University of Illinois, who had practical experience in 
the field of HRD and organizational socialization in Korea, also reviewed the translation. All 
reviewers are fluent in both English and Korean, based on their educational backgrounds. Also, 
all reviewers have experience in translating documents or articles written in English and 
translated into Korean. Prior to the procedure, explicit information, regarding the use and intent 
of the instrument, was provided to panel members. Panel members were asked to indicate any 
words and phrases in the Korean translation that are not appropriate or unclear, compared to the 
English version. Following discussion and agreement among reviewers, a consensus was reached 
on the final translation. Based on the initial translation and potential adjustment, the final 
instrument was confirmed by the researcher. 
 
Data Collection 
Survey data collection was approved by the Human Subjects Review Committee at the 
University of Illinois on April 17, 2018 (Protocol number: 18740). It ensures that the rights of 
the respondents were protected. Korean language was used for the recruitment letter and survey 
questionnaire. The questionnaire includes a consent form for the participation of the online 
survey. The consent form indicated information about the researcher, the topic of the survey, the 
length of the survey, the confidentiality statement, and the deadline for the response of the 
survey. The target population of this study is about 5,500 new employees of three Korean large 
enterprises. Employees worked in the organization more than six months and less than one year. 
However, actual participants of this study were respondents of the questionnaire, selected from 
the group of people within the organization. They met selection criteria of the study. 
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The researcher contacted staff members of the selected Korean companies in late June 
2018 to ask permission for data gathering. Then, the researcher received confirmation to proceed 
with the survey from HRD managers in the companies in early July 2018. After getting reviews 
on the instrument and translation, amended protocol has been submitted to the Human Subjects 
Review Committee at the University of Illinois. Approval has been received on August 6, 2018. 
The survey recruitment email was distributed via emails to the potential participant, selected by 
the organization on August 14, 2018. The link to the survey questionnaire was distributed 
through recruitment emails. Respondents were invited to participate in the survey by clicking on 
the linked address, leading to the survey questionnaire website. The consent form was presented 
on the first page of the online survey. Only respondents that selected yes on the consent form 
could start the online survey. Completed survey instruments was collected by the researcher 
during the subsequent four weeks. Follow-up emails were sent to potential respondents three 
times during the time that the survey was open. This effort encouraged potential respondents to 
complete the survey by the due date. 
During the data collection period, it was found that new employees who can meet the 
selection criteria of the study were very rare in Korean large companies due to several reasons 
including the hiring process and unfavorable economic situation in Korea. However, the purpose 
of the study could be achieved if the initial assumption of the relationships among the variables 
could be statistically verified. Therefore, additional efforts, such as a contact person’s additional 
request of completing the survey, has been made to increase the number of respondents enough 
to do the planned data analysis. At last, 73 samples has been collected, meeting the minimum 
sample size requirement for Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis with 4 latent 
variables. 
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Data Analysis 
Collected data were analyzed, using Statistical Package of the Social Sciences (SPSS 25) 
and Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS 25). Data verification and analysis procedures are 
described in this section. 
Data Verification Procedures 
Data verification has been performed in this study in order to validate whether data fits 
the hypothesized model. Prior to data analysis studies, it is recommended to check whether the 
data can produce meaningful results without statistical errors (Kline, 2005). Therefore, a 
reliability test and an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) were conducted to determine the best 
model for this study’s data analysis.  
Testing instrument reliability. Debate abounds as regards sample size for SEM 
analysis. Research suggested a ratio as low as five cases per variable as sufficient when latent 
variables hold multiple indicators (Bentler & Chou, 1987). A widely accepted sample size for 
SEM could be, for instance, 10 cases per indicator variable (Nunnally &	Bernstein, 1967). 
However, recent research prompts requiring sample sizes for SEM ranging from 30 cases to 460 
(Wolf, Harrington, Clark, & Miller, 2013). A further recent study verified that a sample size of 
50-70 would be sufficient to model of functional brain connectivity, involving 4 latent variables 
(Sideridis, Simos, Papanicolaou, & Fletcher, 2014). Therefore, the sample size of this study is 
not an issue for using SEM to analyze its data. 
The reliability of an instrument refers to the degree to which an instrument consistently 
measures whatever it is measuring (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2006). Internal consistency measures 
whether items of a construct are inter-correlated and produce the same scores in the same 
construct (Gay et al., 2006). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient indicates the degree of internal 
consistency across items to measure a single underlying construct. Although a value greater 
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than .7 is desirable (Ary et al., 2018; Kline, 2005), a value greater than .6 is accepted as a reliable 
level (Van de ven & Ferry, 1980). Table 3.5 presents the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the 
survey responses. 
 
Scale Number of Items Cronbach’s Alpha 
Supervisor’s Socialization Behaviors (Frequency) 
Providing Appropriate Feedback (Frequency) 
Building Consensus (Frequency) 
Improving Social Relationship (Frequency) 
Supporting Newcomer’s Development (Frequency) 
Monitoring Newcomer’s Work Behaviors (Frequency) 
Supervisor’s Socialization Behaviors (Importance) 
Providing Appropriate Feedback (Importance) 
Building Consensus (Importance) 
Improving Social Relationship (Importance) 
Supporting Newcomer’s Development (Importance) 
Monitoring Newcomer’s Work Behaviors (Importance) 
Socialization Outcomes 
      Social Integration 
      Social Competence 
Organizational Commitment 
      Affective Commitment 
      Continuance Commitment 
      Normative Commitment 
Work Outcomes 
      Task Performance 
      Job Satisfaction 
      Turnover Intention 
17 
3 
2 
3 
5 
4 
17 
3 
2 
3 
5 
4 
11 
5 
6 
8 
3 
2 
3 
16 
5 
8 
3 
.902 
.537 
.791 
.844 
.836 
.779 
.916 
.737 
.798 
.859 
.892 
.708 
.849 
.812 
.716 
.833 
.759 
.710 
.729 
.872 
.806 
.835 
.835 
 
Table 3.5. Internal consistency coefficients for the survey instrument 
 
Measures of supervisor’s socialization behaviors are divided into two types based on the 
survey’s construct. The survey asked about the frequency and importance of a single concept 
across several separate survey questions. Consequently, the reliability test was conducted for the 
frequency and importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors, separately. 
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Among the measures of work environment characteristics, the frequency rate for 
providing appropriate feedback resulted in a low Cronbach’s alpha (lower than .6). A further 
modification procedure was conducted. As regards the variable providing appropriate feedback, 
a reliability test was redone with each item eliminated. The highest Cronbach’s alpha was .699 
when the second item for providing appropriate feedback (item 3, PAF3) was removed. Thus, the 
second item for providing appropriate feedback was eliminated and adopted in further analysis. 
Exploratory factor analysis. To describe the properties of variables, Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA) was conducted first. The reason is because descriptive statistics were used to 
describe the data with a small number of indices (Gay et al. 2006). EFA results suggested that 
some variable items should be adjusted or deleted before proceeding with data analysis. 
EFA remains the starting point for other multivariate analysis (Hair, Black, Babin, 
Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). Before subsequent analyses, EFAs were conducted to identify the 
underlying structure of variables and to assess the overall fit of variables. Mulaik and Millsap 
(2000) suggest that specification of an unrestricted measurement model begins with conducting 
an EFA to determine the number of factors. 
As Table 3.6 illustrates, the socialization behaviors adopted by supervisors were grouped 
into five variables. These include: provide appropriate feedback, build consensus, improve social 
relationships, support newcomer’s development, and monitor newcomer’s work behaviors. The 
instrument measured newcomer’s perceived frequency and the importance of a supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors. However, newcomer’s perceptions about the importance of a 
supervisor’s socialization behavior is different from actual socialization behaviors practiced by 
supervisors. Items measuring such importance, therefore, were used only for descriptive statistics 
and not for SEM analysis. Only the items measuring the frequency of supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors were used during SEM analysis.  
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 Supervisor’s Socialization Behaviors (Frequency) 
 1 2 3 4 
SND5 .896 .070 -.025 .145 
SND3 .610 .044 -.333 -.005 
BC3 .075 .896 .137 .013 
BC1 .030 .740 -.054 -.065 
PAF5 .039 .567 -.214 .025 
PAF1 -.052 .513 -.143 .145 
ISR5 -.020 .046 -.881 .085 
ISR3 .036 .003 -.732 .007 
ISR1 .230 .084 -.648 -.068 
MNWB3 .049 -.181 -.051 .781 
MNWB5 .043 .252 .115 .629 
MNWB7 .296 .076 .027 .552 
MNWB1 -.105 .217 -.177 .501 
 Socialization Outcomes 
 1 2   
SI1 .916 .118   
SI2 .688 -.117   
SI3 .560 -.251   
SC4 -.006 -.844   
SC3 -.004 -834   
SI4 .338 -.445   
 Organizational Commitment 
 1 2 3  
NC2 .830 -.035 .020  
NC3 .688 .221 .043  
CC1 -.007 .714 .163  
CC2 .055 .685 -.039  
AC1 .011 -.009 .708  
AC2 -.049 .162 .693  
AC3R .329 -.087 .537  
 Work Outcomes 
 1 2 3  
TI3 .966 -.069 .041  
TI2 .820 -.069 -.029  
JS1 .054 .987 .021  
JS2 -.047 .722 .019  
JS7 -.185 .632 .013  
Continued 
Table 3.6. FEA pattern matrix (Note. Extraction method: maximum likelihood. Rotation method: 
Oblimin with Kaiser normalization) 
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 Table 3.6. Continued 
TP5 .054 .012 .857  
TP1 -.181 -.117 .776  
TP2 .018 -.039 .614  
TP3 .073 .103 .589  
TP4 .053 .134 .563  
 
Further, EFA results revealed that responses for providing appropriate feedback and 
building consensus expressed similarities. However, those two variables are conceptually 
separated from the developing instrument stage. There remains a pattern for dividing those two 
variables (.896, .740 & .567, .513). For this purpose, they are understood as separated variables. 
All items for improving social relationships registered factor loadings greater than .50 (Hair et 
al., 2006), ranging from .621 to .853, such that no items were removed. Three items: 17, 23, and 
25, that support the newcomer’s development variable were deleted, due to low communalities. 
All items for monitoring a newcomer’s work behaviors registered factor loadings greater than .50 
for each variable. No items were removed. 
Socialization outcomes perceived by newcomer employees were designed with two 
variables: social integration and social competence. EFA results suggested removal of two items: 
38 and 39, as regards the social integration variable. Moreover, EFA results suggested removal 
of four items: 40, 41, 44, and 45, due to low communalities and cross loading with other 
variables. However, Cronbach’s alpha was decreased when two items in social integration were 
deleted. Another analysis of Cronbach’s alpha for the items in social integration was removed. 
Additionally, item 39 was removed. 
Organizational commitment levels perceived by newcomer employees were grouped 
according to three variables: affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative 
commitment. EFA results revealed that all items for affective commitment and continuance 
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commitment registered factor loadings greater than .50 for each variable. No items were 
removed. Item 51 in the normative commitment variable was deleted, due to low communalities. 
 
Summary of Selected Items for Data Analysis 
Supervisor’s Socialization Behaviors  
PAF (2) Item 1, 5 
BC (2) Item 7, 9 
ISR (3) Item 11, 13, 15 
SND (2) Item 19, 21 
MNWB (4) Item 27, 29, 31, 33 
Social Outcomes  
SI (4) Item 35, 36, 37, 38 
SC (2) Item 42, 43 
Organizational Commitment  
AC (3) Item 46, 47, 48 
CC (2) Item 49, 50 
NC (2) Item 52, 53 
Work Outcomes  
TP (5) Item 54, 55, 56, 57, 58 
JS (3) Item 59, 60, 65 
TI (2) Item 68, 69 
 
Table 3.7. Summary of selected items for data analysis 
 
Work outcomes perceived by newcomer employees included three variables: task 
performance, job satisfaction, and turnover intention. All item data for turnover intention were 
reversed for EFA. The reason is conceptual: that a low score represents a high-level work 
outcome. EFA results provided that all items for task performance registered factor loadings 
greater than .50. No items were removed. Five items: 61, 62, 63, 64 and 66, of the job 
satisfaction variable were deleted. Item 67 of the turnover intention variable was deleted, due to 
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low communalities and cross loading with other variables. Table 3.7 summarizes selected items 
in each variable for data analysis. 
Data Analysis Procedure 
Descriptive and correlational statistics were used to analyze the data, according to 
specific research questions. First, demographic characteristics of respondents were analyzed to 
describe the frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations. Demographic 
characteristics examined include working experience, nationality, previous working experience, 
department, sales related job function, gender, age, education, and specialty. Second, research 
questions were answered by descriptive analysis for research question one and by structural 
equation modeling (SEM) for research questions two, three, four, and five. 
SEM was selected as the statistical technique to analyze the data for the research 
questions in this study. Its function explores the conceptual framework. SEM is a statistical 
technique. It is used for testing a set of relationships, representing multiple equations. 
Meanwhile, other techniques explain relationships within a single equation (Hair et al., 2006; 
Kline, 2005). SEM examines latent and observed variables, allowing researchers to capture the 
unreliability of the measurement in the model. This benefit facilitates accurate estimations of the 
structural relations between latent variables (Kline, 2005). Another benefit of SEM regards 
explicit estimations of error variance. It enables causal modeling with some conditions for 
causality. These include covariance extant among cause and effect, temporal sequence of events, 
and theoretical support (Hair et al., 2006). 
It is recommended for SEM researchers to test the pure measurement model first with an 
underlying full structural equation model. Then, they are advised to proceed to the second step of 
testing the structural mode. This occurs when the fit of the measurement model is acceptable 
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Kline, 2005). This study followed this guideline, identifying the 
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measurement model. It was examined first, determining whether latent variables were defined. 
Then, a structural equation model was tested to identify the relationships among the variables 
with a set of equations. Given that the measurement model indicates relationships among 
observed variables, underlying the latent variables, the structural model would specify 
relationships among latent variables (Schumaker & Lomax, 2004). Each of the study’s research 
questions, and relationships among variables, was assessed following those steps. The proposed 
research questions were analyzed. They are listed, as follows: 
Research question 1: What is the extent of socialization behaviors used by 
supervisors in socialization outcomes perceived by newcomer employees? Descriptive 
statistics was used to answer this research question. It regards socialization behaviors, used by 
supervisors in socialization outcomes, as they are perceived by newcomer employees. 
Specifically, the frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations was calculated for five 
variables. These variables include, as follows: providing appropriate feedback, building 
consensus, improving social relations, supporting newcomer’s development, and monitoring 
newcomer’s work behaviors. 
Research question 2: What is the relationship between socialization behaviors used 
by supervisors and socialization outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees? The 
structural equation model was analyzed, interpreting parameter estimates to answer research 
question 2. It examined statistical significance of the parameter estimates, specifically for the 
path between socialization behaviors used by supervisors and socialization outcomes perceived 
by newcomer employees. The statistical significance of this path was judged by a critical value. 
It was referred to as a t value of 1.96 at the .05 level of significance. The parameter estimate of 
this path was examined, determining if it was significantly different from 0, based on the t value. 
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Then, parameter estimates were investigated, determining whether they present expected 
directions: negative or positive. Also, parameter estimates were analyzed, using standardized 
path coefficients. They were used to determine whether extant within a reasonable range of 
magnitude. Finally, standardized path coefficients were assessed, examining whether the latent 
variable relates to another. It regarded when effects of other variables are excluded. 
Research question 3: What is the relationship between socialization outcomes and 
work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees? The structural equation model was 
analyzed, interpreting parameter estimates to answer research question 3. It examined statistical 
significance of parameter estimates for the path between socialization outcomes and work 
outcomes perceived by newcomer employees. The statistical significance of this path was judged 
by a critical value. It was referred to as a t value of 1.96 at the .05 level of significance. 
Parameter estimate of this path was examined, determining if it was significantly different from 
0 based on the t value. 
Then, parameter estimates were investigated, deciding whether they have the expected 
direction: negative or positive. Parameter estimates were analyzed, using standardized path 
coefficients to determine whether they were within a reasonable range of magnitude. Finally, 
standardized path coefficients were assessed to examine if one latent variable related to another. 
This was assessed when the effects of all other variables were excluded. 
Research question 4: Do socialization outcomes mediate socialization behaviors used 
by supervisors and work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees? To answer this 
question, the structural equation model was analyzed. It investigated direct effects and indirect 
effects among variables of socialization behaviors used by supervisors, socialization outcomes, 
and work outcomes perceived by newcomer employees via mediation testing. 
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Research question 5: Does organizational commitment moderate the relationship 
between socialization outcomes and work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees? To 
answer this question, multiple group analysis was conducted. It decided whether organizational 
commitment, perceived by newcomer employees, moderated the relationship between 
socialization outcomes and work outcomes perceived by newcomer employees. Moderation 
refers to the function of partitioning a focal independent variable into subgroups, creating 
domains of maximal effectiveness with regard to a dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 
Further, moderation may be described as a third variable. It functions as a controlling condition 
for the effect of a predictor on an outcome. Therefore, the effect of a predictor on an outcome 
varies across levels of the moderator (Hopwood, 2007). 
To assess moderating influence of organizational commitment, data was divided into two 
groups: low level and high level of organizational commitment. Divisions were based on the 
median of organizational commitment. Then, those groups were tested to determine whether 
their measurement models were different. It could be concluded that two groups are different 
only if the measurement models are significantly different. Standardized coefficients, in the paths 
of socialization outcomes and work outcomes perceived by newcomer employees, were 
compared between the two groups. It considered if the two models were found to be different or 
not. Finally, Table 3.8 summarizes research questions and analysis method, answering each 
research question. 
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Research Question Analysis method 
Q1: What is the extent of socialization 
behaviors used by supervisors on the 
socialization outcomes, perceived by 
newcomer employees? 
Descriptive analysis of socialization 
outcomes in terms of frequencies, 
percentages, means, and standard 
deviations 
Q2: What is the relationship between 
socialization behaviors used by 
supervisors and socialization outcomes, 
perceived by newcomer employees? 
Path coefficient derived from SEM 
between two variables; correlation 
coefficients 
Q3: What is the relationship between 
socialization outcomes and work 
outcomes perceived by newcomer 
employees? 
Path coefficient derived from SEM 
between two variables; correlation 
coefficients 
Q4: Do socialization outcomes, mediate 
socialization behaviors used by 
supervisors and work outcomes, 
perceived by newcomer employees? 
Path coefficient derived from SEM among 
three variables; correlation coefficients 
Q5: Does organizational commitment 
moderate the relationship between 
socialization outcomes and work 
outcomes, perceived by newcomer 
employees? 
Path coefficient derived from multi group 
SEM among three variables; correlation 
coefficients 
 
Table 3.8. Data analysis strategies for each research question. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
 
This chapter presents the study’s results. The first section presents respondents’ 
demographic information provided by the survey. The second section presents descriptive 
statistics, which are analyzed based on the means and standard deviations of each variable. The 
final section exhibits survey results, according to data analysis strategies for each research 
question. 
Demographic Information 
This section presents respondents’ demographic information and statistical analysis based 
on means and standard deviations. The total number of responses for the online survey for the 
study was 79 (53%) out of 150 newcomers. Responses were provided by those working in three 
large Korean companies. Responses were received via recruitment email. Demographic 
information collected for this study includes as follows: length of work experience in the current 
organization, nationality, previous work experience, department, connection to sales function, 
gender, age, education level, and major at the highest level of school. Not all responses 
completed every item of the online survey. Four responses, which did not complete all survey 
items, were eliminated from data analysis. Two responses to undesired choices (question one and 
question three) were eliminated to screen respondents not suitable for this study. A total number 
of 73 responses of 79 responses were used for data analysis procedures. 
Table 4.1 summarizes the demographic information of respondents. All respondents 
selected for data analysis answered that they began working at their current organization over six 
months ago but no for a duration longer than a year. Nationality information provided that all 
respondents identified as Korean. They do not have previous full-time work experience prior to  
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 n % 
Working Experience 
      Between six months to one year 
 
73 
 
100 
Nationality 
      Korean 
 
73 
 
100 
Previous Working Experience 
      No 
 
73 
 
100 
Department 
Sales 
Marketing 
Human Resources 
Research & Development 
Other 
IT 
Operations 
Public Relations 
Customer Service 
International 
Business Intelligence 
Legal 
Engineering 
Finance 
Administrative 
 
26 
8 
7 
7 
7 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
36 
11 
10 
10 
10 
4 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Sales related job function 
Yes 
No 
 
39 
34 
 
53 
47 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Prefer not to describe 
 
32 
40 
1 
 
44 
55 
1 
Age 
21-29 
30-39 
 
63 
10 
 
86 
14 
Education 
4-year college degree 
Graduate-level degree 
2-year college degree 
Some college, but no degree 
High school diploma (or GED) 
 
50 
17 
4 
1 
1 
 
69 
23 
6 
1 
1 
Continued 
Table 4.1. Demographic information about respondents (N = 73) 
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Table 4.1. Continued 
Specialty 
Engineering 
Business 
Linguistics 
Education 
Economics 
International 
Media  
Information 
Human Resources 
Design 
Sociology 
Law 
Animation 
Mathematics 
History 
Psychology 
 
16 
13 
11 
6 
5 
4 
4 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
22 
18 
15 
8 
7 
6 
6 
4 
3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
entering their current organization. Such responses comply with the requirements for study 
participation. 
Respondents work for different departments within their respective organizations. Most 
work in Sales (36%), Marketing (11%), Human Resources (10%), and Research and 
Development (10%). Other departments are described by Table 4.1. About half of the 
respondents (53%) answered that their job in the organization is related to a sales function. The 
remaining respondents (47%) answered that their job is not related to a sales function. Job 
functions related with organizational socialization may be of interest for future study.  
Moreover, 32 out of 73 total respondents identify as male (44%) and 40 as female (55%). 
One respondent did not answer the question about the gender. In terms of age, most respondents 
(86%) are between 21 to 29 years. Also, 10 respondents (14%) are aged 30-39.  
As regards education level, many respondents earned a 4-year college degree (69%) as 
their final education level. And, 17 respondents have a graduate level degree (23%). Some 
respondents reported having earned a 2-year college degree (6%). Indeed, one respondent started 
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a college program without earning a degree (1%). Also, one respondent chose a high school 
diploma (1%) as final education level.  
Respondents’ majors in their final education level varies, but many respondents have 
specialized training in Engineering (22%), Business (18%), and Linguistics (15%). Some 
respondents described Education (8%), Economics (7%), International (6%), and Media (6%) as 
their major. A few respondents described Information (4%), Human Resource (3%), Design 
(3%), and Sociology (3%) as their major. Table 4.1 presents other specialties which respondents 
majored during their final education.  
 
Descriptive Statistics 
This section presents descriptive statistics of variables, based on means, standard 
deviations, and correlations.  
Socialization Behaviors Used by Supervisors 
Table 4.2 illustrates the means and standard deviations for socialization behaviors used 
by supervisors in terms of frequency and importance. Socialization behaviors used by 
supervisors were measured with five types of behaviors. These were categorized by the goals of 
the behaviors. These were tested by Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). The instrument 
measured the perceived frequency of each supervisor’s particular socialization behavior from the 
position of newcomer employees. Moreover, it measured perceptions toward the importance of 
each supervisor’s particular socialization behavior from the position of newcomer employees. 
In terms of frequency, the mean value ranged from 3.45 to 4.19. Average response for the 
frequency of supervisor’s socialization behaviors (M = 3.71, SD = .84) is between rarely (3) and 
occasionally (4). Providing appropriate feedback was rated as the most frequent supervisor’s 
socialization behavior (M = 4.19, SD = 1.05). Improving social relationships (M = 3.84, SD = 
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1.18) and building consensus (M = 3.62, SD = 1.16) followed. Supporting newcomer’s 
development (M = 3.45, SD = 1.31) and monitoring newcomer’s work behaviors (M = 3.55, SD 
= .92) were recognized relatively less frequently as socialization behaviors used by supervisors. 
 
Construct/Variable 
Frequency Importance 
M (SD) M (SD) 
Supervisor’s Socialization Behaviors  
      Providing Appropriate Feedback 
      Building Consensus 
      Improving Social Relationship 
      Supporting Newcomer’s Development 
      Monitoring Newcomer’s Work Behaviors 
3.71 (0.84) 
4.19 (1.05) 
3.62 (1.16) 
3.84 (1.18) 
3.45 (1.31) 
3.55 (0.92) 
3.98 (0.73) 
4.33 (0.99) 
4.11 (0.94) 
4.01 (1.09) 
4.10 (0.97) 
3.64 (0.85) 
 
Table 4.2. Means and standard deviations for supervisor’s socialization behaviors (N = 73) 
 
The mean value of importance ranged from 3.64 to 4.33. Generally, it was higher than the 
frequency. Average responses for the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors (M = 
3.98, SD = .73) is about moderately important (4). Providing appropriate feedback was 
recognized as the most important supervisor’s socialization behavior from the position of 
newcomer employees (M = 4.33, SD = .99). Building consensus (M = 4.11, SD = .94) and 
supporting newcomer’s development (M = 4.10, SD = .97) showed similar means and followed. 
Contrastingly, monitoring newcomer’s work behaviors (M = 3.64, SD = .85) and improving 
social relationships (M = 4.01, SD = 1.09) were recognized as relatively less important than 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors.  
 Considered together, it was found that newcomers perceived supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors as moderately important, but the frequency of supervisor’s actual socialization 
behaviors are occasional or rare. Further, newcomers identified as follows: providing appropriate 
feedback, building consensus, and supporting newcomer’s development as three of the most 
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important supervisor’s socialization behaviors. They noted that supervisors provided appropriate 
feedback, built consensus, and improved social relationship more often than other types of 
socialization behaviors.  
Socialization Outcomes, Organizational Commitment, and Work Outcomes  
Table 4.3 presents means and standard deviations for observed variables as follows:  
socialization outcomes, organizational commitment, and work outcomes, perceived by 
newcomer employees. Socialization outcomes perceived by newcomer employees, as a latent 
variable, was measured by two variables: social integration and social competence. 
Organizational commitment perceived by newcomer employees as a latent variable was 
measured with three variables: affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative 
commitment. Work outcomes perceived by newcomer employees as a latent variable were 
measured with three variables: task performance, job satisfaction, and turnover intention. 
Instruments of all variables were based on question items previously validated. They were 
adjusted to align with the study’s context. Subsequently, items were selected based on the result 
of EFA. 
Further, means and standard deviations of social integration and social competence were 
M = 4.53 (SD = .76), and M = 4.45 (SD = .84), respectively. Means and standard deviations of 
affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative commitment were M = 4.63 (SD 
= .81), M = 3.58 (SD = 1.15), and M = 3.72 (SD = 1.06), respectively. Means and standard 
deviations of task performance, job satisfaction, and turnover intention were M = 4.63 (SD 
= .60), M = 4.51 (SD = .84), and M = 2.35 (SD = 1.36), respectively. Results revealed that 
respondents register high affective commitment but relatively low continuance commitment and 
normative commitment as their organizational commitment levels. Moreover, the average 
response for socialization outcomes and work outcomes was relatively high. 
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Construct/Variable Mean Standard Deviation 
Socialization Outcomes 
      Social Integration 
      Social Competence 
Organizational Commitment 
      Affective Commitment 
Continuance Commitment 
Normative Commitment 
Work Outcomes 
      Task Performance 
Job Satisfaction 
Turnover Intention (Reverse) 
 
4.53 
4.45 
 
4.63 
3.58 
3.72 
 
4.63 
4.51 
2.35 (4.65) 
 
0.76 
0.84 
 
0.81 
1.15 
1.06 
 
0.60 
0.84 
1.36 
 
Table 4.3. Means, and standard deviations for socialization outcomes, organizational 
commitment, and work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees (N = 73) 
 
Table 4.4 presents correlations for all variables of the total sample. Correlation analyses 
were conducted with all variables based on the EFA results. Thus, reliabilities were relatively 
high for most variables, except one category variable: continuance commitment.  
 97 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. Providing Appropriate 
Feedback Frequency 1                  
2. Providing Appropriate 
Feedback Importance .494
** 1                 
3. Building Consensus 
Frequency .636
** .410** 1                
4. Building Consensus 
Importance .292
* .711** .357** 1               
5. Improving Social 
Relationship Frequency .508
** .319** .420** .301** 1              
6. Improving Social 
Relationship Importance .241
* .403** .223 .452** .437** 1             
7. Supporting Newcomer’s 
Development Frequency .430
** .239* .389** .280* .646** .434** 1            
8. Supporting Newcomer’s 
Development Importance .288
* .283* .273* .464** .227 .749** .423** 1           
9. Monitoring Newcomer’s 
Work Behaviors Frequency .445
** .160 .411** .143 .359** .242* .515** .250* 1          
10. Monitoring Newcomer’s 
Work Behaviors Importance .328
** .538** .326** .498** .261* .363** .392** .363** .469** 1         
11. Social Integration .372** .499** .266* .502** .385** .417** .334** .352** .173 .431** 1        
12. Social Competence .243* .299* .231* .425** .217 .263* .171 .189 .226 .272* .652** 1       
13. Affective Commitment .396** .238* .255* .326** .346** .337** .290* .286* .216 .371** .587** .505** 1      
14. Continuance Commitment .034 -.016 .042 -.001 -.012 .223 .133 .133 .189 .130 .155 .226 .492** 1     
15. Normative Commitment .183 .176 .048 .177 .223 .246* .296* .151 .225 .404** .353** .323** .639** .416** 1    
16. Task Performance .150 .227 .133 .322** .237* .258* .289* .296* .103 .236* .309** .379** .222 -.069 .144 1   
17. Job Satisfaction .288* .244* .049 .337** .164 .213 .273* .284* .083 .268* .549** .437** .650** .283* .532** .326** 1  
18. Turnover Intention -.367** -.186 -.136 -.104 -.175 -.077 -.137 .045 -.113 -.205 -.345** -.291* -.676** -.366** -.567** -.055 -.537** 1 
 
Table 4.4: Correlation analysis for the total sample. Note. ** p<.01, * p< .05
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Results for Research Questions 
This section presents survey results according to the relevant data analysis strategies for 
each research question.  
Research Question 1: What is the Extent of Socialization Behaviors Used by Supervisors on 
the Socialization Outcomes, Perceived by Newcomer Employees? 
 To answer this research question, analysis focus on the frequency of supervisors’ 
socialization behaviors on the successful socialization outcomes of newcomers. Table 4.5 
presents results. Supervisors’ socialization behaviors were grouped according to five variables. 
These include: (1) providing appropriate feedback (item 1 and item 5), (2) building consensus 
(item 7 and item 9), (3) improving social relationship (item 11, item 13, and item 15), (4) 
supporting newcomer’s development (item 19 and item 21), and (5) monitoring newcomer’s 
work behavior (item 29, item 31, and item 33). 
Results revealed that providing appropriate feedback was the most frequently used type 
of supervisor’s socialization behavior (M = 4.19, SD = 1.05), among the four types of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Improving social relationships (M = 3.84, SD = 1.18) was 
the second most preferred type of supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Building consensus (M = 
3.62, SD = 1.16) was the next. Monitoring newcomer’s work behaviors (M = 3.48, SD = .99) and 
supporting newcomer’s development (M = 3.45, SD = 1.31) were the least frequently used types 
of supervisor’s socialization behaviors based on the mean value. 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) test was done to confirm the statistical significance of 
mean differences for the types of supervisor’s socialization behavior. Table 4.6 illustrates the test 
results. ANOVA test results showed that the mean differences for the types of supervisor’s 
socialization behavior were statistically significant with F value of 4.918 (p = .001). Therefore, it 
could be confirmed that there is statistically meaningful mean differences among the types of 
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supervisor’s socialization behavior. In addition, the results of post hoc test showed that providing 
appropriate feedback is significantly different from building consensus, supporting newcomer’s 
development, and monitoring newcomer’s working behavior. However, the mean difference 
between providing appropriate feedback and improving social relationship was not found as 
significantly different. 
 
Supervisor’s Socialization Behaviors M SD 
Providing Appropriate Feedback (PAF) 
1. gives appropriate feedback to me about my task-related behaviors 
2. provides suggestions for alternative ways of doing my tasks 
4.19 
4.32 
4.07 
1.05 
1.22 
1.17 
Building Consensus (BC) 
3. renegotiates goals with me 
4. establishes clear goals conjointly with me 
3.62 
3.64 
3.60 
1.16 
1.27 
1.28 
Improving Social Relationship (ISR) 
5. gives emotional support to me when appropriate 
6. calls my name or work title friendly 
7. establishes a good rapport with me 
3.84 
3.27 
4.41 
3.85 
1.18 
1.49 
1.26 
1.30 
Supporting Newcomer’s Development (SND) 
8. encourages me to find my own style of doing my tasks 
9. encourages me to experiment with different techniques 
3.45 
3.56 
3.34 
1.31 
1.29 
1.48 
Monitoring Newcomer’s Work Behaviors (MNWB) 
10. checks my task processes and outcomes 
11. evaluates my working processes 
12. sensitive to the differences between how I talk and behave for the tasks 
3.48 
3.44 
3.58 
3.42 
0.99 
1.27 
1.13 
1.22 
 
Table 4.5. Means and standard deviations of supervisor’s socialization behaviors (N = 73). Note: 
a 6-point scale 
 
Among the socialization behaviors in the two types of more frequently used supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors, calling a newcomer’s name or work title friendly showed the highest 
mean value (ISR3: M = 4.41, SD = 1.26), followed by giving appropriate feedback about 
newcomer’s task-related behaviors (PAF1: M = 4.32, SD = 1.22), and providing suggestions for 
alternative ways of completing tasks (PAF5: M = 4.07, SD = 1.17). In contrast, providing 
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emotional support to newcomers when appropriate (ISR1: M = 3.27, SD = 1.49) and encouraging 
newcomers to experiment with different techniques (SND5: M = 3.34, SD = 1.48) showed the 
lowest mean value for the frequency of supervisor’s socialization behaviors.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.6. ANOVA test results for types of supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Note. * p < .05 
 
Another ANOVA test was done to confirm the statistical significance of mean differences 
for the listed supervisor’s socialization behaviors above. Table 4.7 presents the test results. 
ANOVA test results showed that the mean differences for the selected supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors were statistically significant with F value of 11.956 (p = .000). Therefore, it could be 
confirmed that there is significant mean differences among the five selected supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors. In addition, the results of post hoc test showed that calling a newcomer’s 
name or work title friendly is significantly different from providing emotional support to 
newcomers when appropriate and encouraging newcomers to experiment with different 
techniques. However, the mean differences among calling a newcomer’s name or work title 
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friendly, giving appropriate feedback about newcomer’s task-related behaviors, and providing 
suggestions for alternative ways of completing tasks were not found as significantly different. 
 
 
Table 4.7. ANOVA test results for selected supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Note. * p < .05 
 
 Thus, results indicate that supervisors are using providing appropriate feedback and 
improving social relationships more frequently than building consensus, supporting newcomer’s 
development and monitoring newcomer’s work behaviors as their socialization behaviors. The 
most frequently used socialization behaviors among supervisors were calling the newcomer’s 
name or work title friendly, giving appropriate feedback about newcomer’s task-related 
behaviors, and providing suggestions for alternative ways of performing tasks. In contrast, 
providing emotional support to newcomers when appropriate, and encouraging newcomers to 
experiment with different techniques were rated as the least frequently used supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors. 
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Research Question 2: What is the Relationship between Socialization Behaviors Used by 
Supervisors and Socialization Outcomes, Perceived by Newcomer Employees? 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to answer research questions 2, 3, 4, and 
5. It is recommended to consider the results of factor analysis of the item measures prior to 
evaluating the structural model (Kline, 2005). Some of other studies conducted both Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) as the methods of factor 
analysis. However, a recent study of EFA and CFA has demonstrated that the result of EFA and 
CFA could be different in many cases and selective factor analysis of either EFA and CFA could 
be recommended (Choi & Yoo, 2017). Therefore, EFA was selected as the method of the factor 
analysis and CFA was not conducted in this study. 
Prior to SEM analysis of collected data, model fit testing was conducted to determine 
whether the hypothesized model for this study provided a good model fit. To determine whether 
the hypothesized model is the best model for this study’s collected data, the hypothesized model 
should be compared with a limited number of theoretically different alternative models 
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2004).  
Table 4.8 summarizes the model fit criteria as it pertains to good fit use for this study. 
Several criteria assess the fit of the model. The first criterion is the chi-square index. It indicates 
how well the specified model represents the covariance matrix among indicator items. It 
represents the similarity between the observed and estimated covariance matrices (Hair et al., 
2006). However, it may be problematic to rely solely on the chi-square statistic as a fit index. 
The reason is because the chi-square statistic is sensitive to the sample size and the number of 
measures such that other model fit indices warrant consideration for model evaluation (Kline, 
2005). Indeed, additional measures of fit should be considered. 
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Model Fit Criteria A Good Fit 
Chi-square (χ²) Close to χ²= 0 
Normed Chi-square (NC) lower value is desirable 
Goodness of Fit (GFI) Close to .95 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) Close to 1 (larger than .90) 
Root Mean Squared Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) Less than .08 
 
Table 4.8: Model fit criteria for the study 
 
For purposes of this study, four other model fit indices for model testing were employed. 
First, the Normed Chi-square (NC) – chi-square is divided by its value of degrees of freedom – 
was used to assess the model fit in this study. Lower value is desirable. Second, Goodness of Fit 
(GFI) assesses the amount of variance and covariance in an observed model predicted by the 
implied model (Schumaker & Lomax, 2004). Although debates remain about GFI values greater 
than .90 and values greater than .95 (Hair et al., 2006), GFI values fairly close to 1.00 are 
considered as representative of well-fit models (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006). Third, 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) indicated the extent of variance-covariance of the original model 
predicted by the reproduced matrix. An index greater than .90 indicates a good fit. Fourth, the 
Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is recognized as a fit least affected by 
sample size (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006). Specifically, research suggests that values 
between .05 and .08 indicate a model to be a reasonable approximation. RMSEA ≥ .10 represents 
a poor fit (Browne & Cudeck,1993). 
Table 4.9 presents the hypothesized structural model, yielding an overall χ² value of 
56.458, with 33 degrees of freedom. A non-significant model in the chi-square statistic can be 
considered representative of a good fit. However, use of the chi-square index provides minimal 
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guidance for determining the extent of the model’s misfit. Therefore, other indices of fit should 
be used. Primary among the fit indices are GFI, CFI, and RMSEA (Byrne, 2001). CFI (.901) and 
NC (1.711) registered the model as a relatively good fit. Notably, GFI (.876) was marginally 
adequate. However, the RMSEA value of .099 was not within the recommended range of 
acceptability (.05 to .08).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1. SEM diagram for hypothesized model and alternative models 
 
Figure 4.1 and Table 4.9 summarize hypothesized and alternative models. The first 
alternative model was the model that supervisor’s socialization behaviors directly influence both 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work outcomes. Work outcomes are not affected by 
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socialization outcomes. The first alternative model yielded an overall χ² value of 77.137 (df = 
33), with NC = 2.337, GFI = .839, CFI = .813, and RMSEA = .136. Thus, the χ² difference, 
between the hypothesized model and alternative model 1, was statistically significant (χ² 
difference = 20.679). In conclusion, the hypothesized model provided a better fit to the data than 
alternative model 1. 
 
Fit Index Hypothesized Model Alternative Model 1 Alternative Model 2 
χ² 
df 
NC 
GFI 
CFI 
RMSEA 
56.458 
33 
1.711 
.876 
.901 
.099 
77.137 
33 
2.337 
.839 
.813 
.136 
69.810 
33 
2.115 
.849 
.844 
.124 
 
Table 4.9. Model fit indices for hypothesized model and alternative models 
 
The second alternative model was the model that supervisor’s socialization behaviors 
directly influences newcomer’s work outcomes. It does not affect newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes. Also, work outcomes are affected by socialization outcomes. Alternative model 2 
yielded an overall χ² value of 69.810 (df = 33), with NC = 2.115, GFI = .849, CFI = .844, and 
RMSEA = .124. Thus, the χ² difference between the hypothesized model and alternative model 2 
was statistically significant (χ² difference = 13.352). In conclusion, the hypothesized model was 
a better fit to the data than alternative model 2. Comprehensively, results suggest that the 
hypothesized model provided better-fit to data than alternative models. 
After confirming that the hypothesized model has a better model fit to the data than 
alternative models, model modification is performed. It aims to find a better model, changing the 
initial model with poor model fit indices (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). The modification index 
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indicated parameters to improve the model fit if included. The mis-specified error covariances 
may be representative of systematic measurement error derived (Aish & Joreskog, 1990). 
 
Fit Index Hypothesized Model Modified Model 
χ² 
df 
NC 
GFI 
CFI 
RMSEA 
56.458 
33 
1.711 
.876 
.901 
.099 
46.405 
33 
1.450 
.894 
.939 
.079 
 
Table 4.10: Model fit indices for hypothesized model and modified model 
 
 Comparison of model fit indices, between the hypothesized model and the modified 
model, were presented in Table 4.10. The standardized path coefficients of the modified model 
were presented in Figure 4.2. All possible covariances were tested from the hypothesized model. 
Covariances between error terms, PAF and SND, were added to produce a modified model. The 
modified model yielded an overall χ² value of 46.405, with NC = 1.450, GFI = .894, CFI = .939, 
and RMSEA = .079, after adding a covariance (e1-e4). 
 
Path Coefficient Total effect 
Direct 
effect 
Indirect 
effect p-value 
Supervisor’s 
Socialization 
Behaviors 
® 
Newcomer’s 
Socialization 
Outcomes 
.462 .462 - .000 
 
Table 4.11. Standardized path coefficients regarding the relationship between supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors and newcomer’s socialization outcomes 
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Table 4.11 presents the relationship between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes. These were examined by using standardized path 
coefficients derived from the final modified structural model. Examination of the standardized 
path coefficients indicates that supervisor’s socialization behaviors have a significant impact on 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes in terms of effectiveness. The direct effect from supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors to supervisor’s socialization behaviors is .462, with a t value of 3.524 
(p=.000). There is no indirect effect. The significance of the standardized path coefficient in the 
structural model provides evidence of covariation between supervisor’s socialization behaviors 
and newcomer’s socialization outcomes. 
 
 
Figure 4.2. Standardized path coefficients of modified structural model 
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Also, implied correlations were examined to investigate relationships between observed 
variables within two latent variables. Variables include supervisor’s socialization behaviors and 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes. Table 4.12 illustrates these results, revealing that all types 
of supervisor’s socialization behaviors are significantly and positively related with newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes. Providing appropriate feedback (r = .387; p < .01), supporting 
newcomer’s development (r = .380; p < .01) and improving social relationship (r = .321; p < .01) 
are most strongly related with newcomer’s socialization outcomes. 
 
 
Providing 
Appropriate 
Feedback 
Building 
Consensus 
Improving 
Social 
Relationship 
Supporting 
Newcomer’s 
Development 
Monitoring 
Newcomer’s 
Work 
Behaviors 
Social 
Integration .353** .262** .292** .347** .243** 
Social 
Competence .275** .204** .228** .270** .189* 
Socialization 
Outcomes .387** .288** .321** .380** .267** 
 
Table 4.12. Implied correlations between observed variables of supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors and newcomer’s socialization outcomes. Note. ** p < .01, * p < .05 
 
Results of the standardized path coefficients and correlation analyses provided empirical 
information about the relationship between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes. Thus, results reveal that the more newcomers experience supervisors’ 
socialization behaviors, the higher socialization outcomes newcomers possess. In addition, all 
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types of supervisor’s socialization behaviors are related with newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes. Providing appropriate feedback, supporting newcomer’s development, and improving 
social relationship are most strongly related with newcomer’s socialization outcomes. 
Research Question 3: What is the Relationship between Socialization Outcomes and Work 
Outcomes Perceived by Newcomer Employees? 
Table 4.13 presents the relationship between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and 
newcomer’s work outcomes. These outcomes were examined using standardized path 
coefficients derived from the final modified structural model. Examination of standardized path 
coefficients indicates that newcomer’s socialization outcomes have a significant impact on 
newcomer’s work outcomes in terms of effectiveness. The direct effect of newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes to work outcomes is .683, with a t value of 2.225 (p = .026). There is no 
indirect effect. The significance of standardized path coefficient in the structural model provides 
evidence that covariation between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and newcomer’s work 
outcomes. 
 
Path Coefficient Total effect 
Direct 
effect 
Indirect 
effect p-value 
Newcomer’s 
Socialization 
Outcomes 
® 
Newcomer’s 
Work 
Outcomes 
.683 .683 - .026 
 
Table 4.13. Standardized path coefficients regarding the relationship between supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors and newcomer’s socialization outcomes 
 
Also, implied correlations were examined to investigate relationships among observed 
variables within two latent variables. Variables include newcomer’s socialization outcomes and 
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newcomer’s work outcomes. Table 4.14 presents outcomes. Results revealed that all types of 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes are significantly and positively related with all three types of 
newcomer’s work outcomes. In particular, social integration (r = .565; p <. 01) and social 
competence (r = .440; p < .01) are most strongly related with job satisfaction. Notably, these two 
types of socialization outcomes are negatively associated with turnover intention (r = -.360; p 
< .01 and r = -.280; p < .01, respectively). 
Results of standardized path coefficients and correlation analyses provided empirical 
information about the relationship between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and newcomer’s 
work outcomes. Thus, results indicate a correlation between higher newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes with higher work outcome levels possessed by newcomers. 
 
 Social Integration Social Competence 
Task Performance .224** .174* 
Job Satisfaction .565** .440** 
Turnover Intention -.360** -.280** 
 
Table 4.14. Intercorrelations between observed variables of supervisor’s socialization behaviors 
and newcomer’s socialization outcomes. Note. ** p < .01, * p < .05 
 
Research Question 4: Do Socialization Outcomes Mediate Socialization Behaviors Used by 
Supervisors and Work Outcomes, Perceived by Newcomer Employees? 
 To assess the mediating role of newcomer’s socialization outcomes, comparison analysis 
of SEM was performed between two models as recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986). 
Figure 4.3 illustrates two models used in this mediation test. The first model investigates the  
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Figure 4.3. Standardized path coefficients of mediation test 
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direct effect of supervisor’s socialization behaviors on newcomer’s work outcomes. It does not 
consider the mediating variable of newcomer’s socialization outcomes. The second model 
includes the mediating variable of newcomer’s socialization outcomes. It is combined with the 
first model. It examined whether direct and indirect effects indicate meaningful difference. 
Table 4.15 presents study results from the mediation test. The direct effect between 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s work outcomes was .301. The direct effect 
decreased to -.007 when the mediating variable of newcomer’s socialization outcomes was 
added. The relevance is that supervisor’s socialization behaviors do not affect newcomer’s work 
outcomes when newcomer’s socialization outcomes are included. Further, indirect effects 
through newcomer’s socialization outcomes was statistically significant at .330. 
The result could be interpreted as verifying that supervisor’s socialization behaviors 
(SOB) influenced newcomer’s work outcomes (NWO) through newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes (NSO) only. Thus, results indicate that newcomer’s socialization outcomes fully 
mediate the relationship between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s work 
outcomes. 
 
Hypothesis 
Direct effect 
without 
mediating 
variable 
Direct effect 
with mediating 
variable 
Indirect effect 
with mediating 
variable 
Mediation type 
observed 
SOB®NSO®NWO .301** -.007 (ns) .330** full 
 
Table 4.15. Result of newcomer’s socialization outcomes mediation test. Note. ** p<.01 
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Research Question 5: Does Organizational Commitment Moderate the Relationship 
between Socialization Outcomes and Work Outcomes, Perceived by Newcomer Employees? 
To answer Research Question 5, multiple-group structural equation modeling was 
conducted to determine the extent of group invariance as regards parameter estimates across two 
groups. It involved low level of organizational commitment and high level of organizational 
commitment. To assess the moderating influence of newcomer’s organizational commitment on 
the relationship between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work outcomes, data for 
organizational commitment were divided into two groups based on the median. Then, groups 
were tested to determine whether measurement models were different. 
Because organizational commitment was hypothesized to moderate newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes and work outcomes, the invariance of two structural coefficients was 
investigated for the path. Then, two procedures for structural model analysis were conducted. 
Model A assumed that all structural coefficients of two groups were free, and nothing was 
invariant. Model B assumed that the structural coefficient between newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes and work outcomes were identical for two groups. 
Table 4.16 presents results of the multiple group models. Specifically, it illustrates 
structural model analysis, testing whether the structure coefficients of structural models of two 
groups: low level of organizational commitment and high level of organizational commitment. A 
Chi-square Difference Test (Model A - Model B) was used to assess whether the structural 
coefficients of the structural models were invariant across two groups. Results of the chi-square 
difference test revealed that there is no statistically significant difference between the two 
models. Specifically, there is χ²difference of 1.883 with 1 degree of freedom and p-value of .170. 
Calculations indicate that the structural coefficients between newcomer’s socialization outcomes 
and work outcomes for two groups were statistically invariant. 
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Model χ² df p-value χ² difference 
df 
difference Significance 
Model A 
(All parameters are free, 
nothing invariant) 
92.381 66 .018 
A-B: 1.883 A-B: 1 Not Significant 
Model B  
(Structural coefficient of 
newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes – 
work outcomes 
invariant) 
94.264 67 .016 
 
Table 4.16: Multiple group SEM for testing moderation effect of newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes 
 
Moreover, there was no difference in the relationship between newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes and work outcomes under the conditions of low organizational commitment and high 
level of organizational commitment. Thus, results show that organizational commitment is not 
moderating the relationship between socialization outcomes and work outcomes, perceived by 
newcomer employees. 
Even though newcomer’s organizational commitment was not identified as a moderating 
variable affecting the relationship between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work 
outcomes, the variable may have mediating effect. Therefore, another mediating effect test was 
done with newcomer’s organizational commitment. Table 4.17 presents results from the 
mediation test. The direct effect between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work outcomes 
was .679. The direct effect decreased to .102 when the mediating variable of newcomer’s 
commitment was added. The relevance is that newcomer’s socialization outcomes do not 
significantly affect his or her work outcomes when newcomer’s organizational commitment are 
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included. Further, indirect effects through newcomer’s socialization outcomes was statistically 
significant at .621. 
The result could verify that newcomer’s socialization outcomes (NSO) influenced 
newcomer’s work outcomes (NWO) through newcomer’s organizational commitment (NOC) 
only. Thus, results demonstrated that newcomer’s organizational commitment fully mediate the 
relationship between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work outcomes. 
 
Hypothesis 
Direct effect 
without 
mediating 
variable 
Direct effect 
with mediating 
variable 
Indirect effect 
with mediating 
variable 
Mediation type 
observed 
NSO®NOC®NWO .679** .102 (ns) .621** full 
 
Table 4.17. Result of newcomer’s organizational commitment mediation test. Note. ** p<.01 
 
Additional Result 
 An additional result was identified during the data analysis procedure. The instrument 
measured newcomer’s perceptions of the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors. 
Newcomer’s perceptions of the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors was 
investigated, questioning whether these can moderate the relationship between supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors and newcomer’s socialization outcomes. To answer this additional 
question, multiple-group structural equation modeling was conducted to determine the extent of 
group invariance of the parameter estimates across two groups. It addressed the low level of 
perception, about the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors, and high level of 
perception, about the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors.  
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The same data analysis procedure for Research Question 5 was conducted with different 
settings for the additional question. Table 4.18 illustrates results of the multiple group models of 
the structural model analysis for testing related to the structure coefficients of structural models 
in two groups. The result of a chi-square difference test showed no statistically significant 
difference between the two models: χ²difference of 1.323 with 1 degree of freedom and p-value 
of .250. Significantly, the structural coefficients between supervisor’s socialization behaviors 
and newcomer’s socialization outcomes in two groups were statistically invariant. 
Further, there was no difference in the relationship between supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors and newcomer’s socialization outcomes. The conditions were low level of perception 
as regards the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors and high level of perception as 
regards the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Thus, results confirm that 
newcomer’s perception about the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors is not 
moderating the relationship between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes. 
 
Model χ² df p-value χ² difference 
df 
difference Significance 
Model A 
(All parameters are free, 
nothing invariant) 
100.96 66 .004 
A-B: 1.323 A-B: 1 Not Significant 
Model B  
(Structural coefficient of 
supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors - 
newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes 
invariant) 
102.28 67 .004 
 
Table 4.18: Multiple group SEM for testing moderation effect of newcomer’s perception about 
the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 
 
This chapter consists of four sections. The first section summarizes results derived from 
data analysis, corresponding to each research question. The second section discusses the results. 
The third section considers implications for researchers. The final section concluded this study 
by considering the perspectives of organizational socialization and Human Resource 
Development (HRD). 
 
Summary of Results 
The purpose of this study explored relationships among socialization behaviors used by 
supervisors, socialization outcomes, organizational commitment, and work outcomes among 
newcomer employees in three large companies in Korea. An online survey was conducted in 
Korea. It involved a sample of 73 newcomer employees, working in three large Korean 
companies. Companies included Samsung, LG, and Hyundai. Five research questions were 
answered, and one additional result was identified based on the survey results. The following 
summarizes results from the study:  
• supervisors are using providing appropriate feedback and improving social 
relationships more frequently than building consensus, supporting newcomer’s 
development and monitoring newcomer’s work behaviors as their socialization 
behaviors.  
• The most frequently used socialization behaviors among supervisors were calling the 
newcomer’s name or work title friendly, giving appropriate feedback about 
newcomer’s task-related behaviors, and providing suggestions for alternative ways of 
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performing tasks. In contrast, providing emotional support to newcomers when 
appropriate, and encouraging newcomers to experiment with different techniques 
were rated as the least frequently used supervisor’s socialization behaviors. 
• Relationships exist between socialization behaviors used by supervisors and 
socialization outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees. 
• All types of supervisor’s socialization behaviors are related with newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes. Providing appropriate feedback, supporting newcomer’s 
development, and improving social relationship are most strongly related with 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes. 
• A relationship exists between socialization outcomes and work outcomes, perceived 
by newcomer employees.  
• Socialization outcomes fully mediated between socialization behaviors used by 
supervisors and work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees. 
• Organizational commitment did not moderate the relationship between socialization 
outcomes and work outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees. 
• Organizational commitment fully mediated between socialization outcomes and work 
outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees. 
• Newcomer’s perception of the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors did 
not moderate the relationship between socialization behaviors used by supervisors 
and socialization outcomes, perceived by newcomer employees. 
 
Discussion 
Four major points are presented in this section. This section discusses the findings and 
issues that emerged in results of the study. Specifically, it includes a discussion of findings in 
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terms of consistency with previous literature. It provides synthesized analysis of all research 
questions. First, the importance of organizational socialization is discussed as a meaningful 
process for improving newcomer employee’s work outcomes. Second, the importance of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors is discussed with regard to its crucial role for Newcomer 
Organizational Socialization (NOS). Third, types of socialization behaviors are discussed as 
focal points for developing programs for improving supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Finally, 
moderating variables in organizational socialization is discussed. It identifies factors affecting 
the construct of supervisor socialization behaviors in NOS. 
Importance of Organizational Socialization 
 In this study, the notion of NOS was introduced as a key process for organizations aiming 
to encourage new employees to become fully functional for their job positions and satisfied with 
their jobs. Eventually, employees can be retained in the organization. To verify this important 
role of organizational socialization, this study examined the relationship between newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes and work outcomes. If newcomer’s socialization outcomes from 
organizational socialization is proved to be related with work outcomes (task performance, job 
satisfaction, and turnover intention), it indicates that organizational socialization is meaningful to 
improve newcomer’s task performance, job satisfaction, and reduced turnover intention. 
 Results of the study revealed a noticeable relationship among newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes and work outcomes. This finding is consistent with previous studies, showing the role 
of organizational socialization on performance, jobs satisfaction, and turnover intention (Bauer et 
al., 2007; Chan & Schmitt, 2000; Chao et al., 1994; Cooper-Thomas & Anderson, 2002; Cooper-
Thomas et al., 2004; Haueter et al., 2003; Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003; Klein et al., 
2006; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Reio & Wiswell, 2000; Taormina, 2004). Therefore, 
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organization socialization should be considered as an important concept to improve newcomer 
employees’ work outcomes. 
 Also, it connects with the concept of talent management, which many companies attend 
heavily to more recently. About 16,000,000 Google search hits for talent management, for 
instance, was reported in 2016 (Collings, Mellahi, & Cascio, 2017). This article described this 
trend’s significance, especially since the topic was first introduced in the mid-1990s. Thus, it 
appears the subject of talent management is likely to continue (Collings et al., 2017). Further, 
Google search hits for talent management increased enormously; about 61,100,000 search hits 
were reported in 2017 (Dundon & Rafferty, 2018). 
Talent management increased in popularity after the book, The War for Talent, was 
published in 2001, according to McKinsey’s 1997 research (Michaels, Handfield-Jones, & 
Axelrod, 2001). Debate remains as to the definition of “talent management.” The book’s primary 
issue focuses on recruiting and retaining key staff. Moreover, talent management is important 
because it can provide for organizations to successfully acquire essential talents, become 
engaged, and retained by the organization (Christensen Hughes & Rog, 2008). Organizational 
success, and survival in some cases, depends on the ability to effectively address those issues 
(Christensen Hughes & Rog, 2008). Further study identified the primary consequences of failing 
in an organization’s recruitment and retention issues (Lewis & Heckman, 2006). Consequences 
can involve constraints on organizational productivity, efficiency, innovation, meeting 
production requirements, and customer demands. 
Lewis & Heckman’s study (2006) identified strategies that companies used to increase 
investment associated with talent development, thereby mitigating consequences. Learning and 
development, internal communications, cultural enhancements, and mentoring and coaching are 
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the strategies identified by the study. However, organizational socialization was not well 
identified in previous research of talent management. 
Key issues of talent management focus on how to recruit and retain talent (Christensen 
Hughes & Rog, 2008) and engage employees in the organization (Morton, 2005), organizational 
socialization can play a key role in talent management. As results of this study verified, 
organizational socialization is highly related to newcomer employee’s task performance, job 
satisfaction, and turnover intention. Significantly, an effective organizational socialization can 
improve and retain talent. Particularly, it may retain individuals with a capacity to make a 
remarkable impact on the current and future performance of the company (Morton, 2004). 
Newcomer employees are the primary resource to continue organizations’ talent. Organizational 
socialization is an important process for delivering organizational talent to the next generation. 
Importance of Supervisor’s Socialization Behaviors 
 Studies confirmed that newcomer organizational socialization can play a crucial role in 
talent management, which can be connected with organizational success (and survival in some 
instances). An important topic regards what organizations can do for newcomer’s organizational 
socialization. Previous research typically focuses only on newcomers as the subject of 
development.  
However, this study suggested supervisors as another subject of development for 
newcomer’s organizational socialization. If supervisor’s behaviors associated with organizational 
socialization can affect newcomer’s socialization outcomes, then the development of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors can improve newcomer’s socialization outcomes. This 
process can eventually affect talent management issues in the organization. To prove the 
relevance of this supervisory role in newcomer organizational socialization, this study 
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investigated the relationship between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes. 
Study results revealed a noticeable relationship between supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors and newcomer’s socialization outcomes. Therefore, it became certain that newcomers 
could have improved socialization outcomes, if they experience more and better socialization 
behaviors from their supervisors. Results proved the initial hypothesis of the positive relationship 
between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s socialization outcomes. Also, 
results are consistent with previous studies, claiming that supervisors can impact newcomer’s 
organizational socialization (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Graen, 1976; Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978; 
Schein, 1988). Moreover, this study further verified that all types of supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors are related with newcomer’s socialization outcomes. Notably, it means that if a 
development program improves supervisor’s socialization behaviors, newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes improve.  
An interesting finding from the results of the study regards the mediating role of 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and 
newcomer’s work outcomes. From the conceptual framework of this study, it was hypothesized 
that supervisor’s socialization behaviors can impact newcomer’s work outcomes through 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes. Its intention aimed to investigate whether supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors could ultimately affect newcomer’s work outcomes. These may be 
regarded as important factors for organization’s success. 
Study results illustrated that newcomer’s socialization outcomes fully mediate 
supervisor’s socialization behavior’s and newcomer’s work outcomes. It means that supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors can impact newcomer’s work outcomes only through newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes. It also supports the hypothesized framework of the study: supervisor’s 
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socialization behaviors can affect newcomer’s work outcomes through socialization outcomes. 
Therefore, improved supervisor’s socialization behaviors can enhance newcomer’s work 
outcomes when behaviors increased newcomer’s socialization outcomes. This reveals that the 
concept of socialization outcomes, including social integration and competence, plays an 
important role for connecting organizational socialization to work outcomes. This is particularly 
relevant in the pursuit of organizational success. 
Types of Supervisor’s Socialization Behaviors 
 The previous section confirmed that newcomer’s work outcomes would be enhanced if a 
development program can improve supervisor’s socialization behaviors. The next question 
focused on which types of socialization behaviors are more effective for improving newcomer’s 
work outcomes, compared to others. To identify the relationship between each type of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s work outcomes, five types of supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors were introduced. Implied correlations were examined in this study. 
 The results of the study showed that all types of supervisor’s socialization behaviors can 
positively impact newcomer’s work outcomes. Notably, providing appropriate feedback was the 
most effective types of socialization behaviors to potentially enhance newcomer’s work 
outcomes. Supporting newcomer’s development was the next with few differences. Improving 
social relationships was the third. In contrast, building consensus and monitoring newcomer’s 
work behaviors were revealed as fewer effective types of socialization behaviors, compared to 
others. Therefore, developing supervisor’s abilities to provide appropriate feedback, to support 
newcomer’s development, and to improve social relationship can be areas for further inquiry. 
This is particularly relevant if a supervisor socialization behavior training program is to be 
generated. 
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 Relevantly, results of descriptive statistics as to the frequency and importance of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors revealed different trends. From the descriptive statistics of 
the frequency in supervisor’s socialization behaviors, providing appropriate feedback and 
improving social relationships were relatively frequent types of socialization behaviors used by 
supervisors. Supporting newcomer’s development was rated as the least frequent type of 
socialization behavior. It is not consistent with the result of implied correlations. It revealed a 
gap between the current and desired focus of future supervisor socialization behavior training 
programs. Therefore, supervisors need to aware that supporting newcomer’s development is 
quite important for newcomer’s organizational socialization, which can be effective in enhancing 
newcomer’s work outcomes. 
In terms of importance, newcomers perceived that providing appropriate feedback and 
supporting newcomer’s development are relatively important for their organizational 
socialization. They rated improving social relationships as one of the least important types of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors. This is different from SEM results, revealing that they are 
unaware of the importance of improving social relationships. Indeed, such relationships are 
significant for organizational socialization. 
Additionally, an inconsistency emerged between the frequency and importance of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors. From the descriptive statistics of the study, newcomers 
regarded supervisor’s socialization behaviors as moderately important but rated actual frequency 
of supervisor’s socialization behaviors as occasional or rare. Also, some types of supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors did not match frequency and importance. Newcomers recognized 
supporting newcomer’s development as one of the most important types of socialization 
behaviors. That is also revealed as one of the most related types of supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors for newcomer’s socialization outcomes. However, it is less frequent that newcomers 
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experience those types of socialization behaviors from their supervisors, compared to other 
types. In contrast, supervisors more frequently perform socialization behaviors related to 
improving social relationships. However, newcomers did not consider that those types of 
socialization behaviors were important for their organizational socialization. 
Those differences can be due to respondents’ cultural perspectives. All respondents in 
this study have Korean nationality and cultural aspects of highly hierarchical, collective, and 
seniority and position values (Alston, 1989; Hofstede, 1991; Cheong, 2016). These aspects may 
be reflected in those results. Because of those cultural characteristics, learning styles in Korea 
can be typically described by listening and imitating with passive propensity (Cheng, 2000). 
Furthermore, all the respondents are working for large Korean companies, which are generally 
regarded as having some of common organizational culture. It can be represented by some of 
cultural behaviors, such as very high goal setting, instant task process, and obeying hierarchical 
order (Lee, 2014).  
Therefore, supervisors in this study were not accustomed to supporting newcomer 
employees to develop by themselves with their own ways. Further, collective culture influenced 
supervisors to perform socialization behaviors for improving social relationship more frequently 
than other types of socialization behaviors. However, results of this study identified supporting 
newcomer’s development as an effective type of socialization behavior. Newcomers also rated it 
as an important type of supervisor’s socialization behavior. If a training program for supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors needs to be generated in Korea, supporting newcomer’s development can 
be a focus area of the program. It can be different in different national and organizational culture. 
Moderating Variables in Organizational Socialization 
 The key findings of this study were discussed in previous sections. Additionally, the 
moderating effect of organizational commitment was examined in this study. This study 
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confirmed the relationships among supervisor’s socialization behaviors, newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes, and work outcomes. Additional factors can affect the conceptual 
framework of this study. These were considered to develop this study. Organizational 
commitment was examined as a moderating variable, which can affect the relationship between 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work outcomes. Previous studies identified 
organizational commitment as an important concept, which can impact work outcomes (Angle & 
Perry, 1981; Chughtai & Zafar, 2006; Meyer et al., 2002; Mowday et al., 1979; Pool & Pool, 
2007; Porter et al., 1974). 
 However, results of the study did not identify the moderating effect of organizational 
commitment on the relationship between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work 
outcomes. This means that newcomer’s organizational commitment did not constitute a 
meaningful difference in the relationship between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work 
outcomes. Reasons can be due to the relationship between organizational socialization and 
organizational commitment. 
Previous research identified that organizational socialization as related with 
organizational commitment (Cooper-Thomas & Anderson, 2002, Cooper-Thomas et al., 2004; 
Haueter et al., 2003; Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003; Klein et al., 2006; Klein & Weaver, 
2000; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Taormina, 2004; Yilmaz & Yilmaz 2016). The significance is 
that newcomers with high socialization outcomes generally have high organizational 
commitment levels and vice versa. Therefore, effects of organizational commitment as a 
separated variable might be low on the relationship between newcomer’s socialization outcomes 
and work outcomes.  
Then, it is plausible that organizational commitment can be a mediating variable between 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work outcomes because it was related with 
 	 127 
organizational socialization. Notably, a paper claimed that organizational commitment fully 
mediated the relationship between organizational socialization and employee job performance 
(Wang, Lin, & Yang, 2011). Therefore, this study also tested the mediating effect of 
organizational commitment between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work outcomes. 
Results of the study confirmed full mediation effect of organizational commitment between 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work outcomes. Hence, organizational commitment can 
be regarded as one of important variables in the mechanism of newcomer organizational 
socialization. 
 Another moderation effect of a variable was investigated in this study as an additional 
result. During the analysis procedure of this study, an additional question was encountered. A 
newcomer’s perception of the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors could moderate 
the relationship between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes. The initial hypothesis was that if newcomers consider supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors as important for their organizational socialization, newcomers’ socialization outcomes 
might be higher than other newcomers, who regard supervisor’s socialization behaviors as not 
important. 
 However, results of the study did not identify the moderation effect of newcomer’s 
perception of the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors on the relationship between 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s socialization outcomes. It means that 
newcomer’s perceptions of the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors did not make a 
meaningful difference in the relationship between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and 
newcomer’s socialization outcomes.  
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Implications for Future Research 
 The implications of this study relate to research on organizational socialization. This 
study identified relationships among the socialization behaviors used by supervisors, 
socialization outcomes, organizational commitment, and work outcomes among newcomer 
employees in three large companies in Korea. All research questions were addressed in this 
study. Moreover, five major implications of the results may be discussed for future research. 
 First, future research should investigate supervisor’s socialization behaviors in terms of 
quality. This study examined the frequency of supervisor’s socialization behaviors to assess its 
effect on newcomer’s socialization outcomes. This construct was adapted from previous 
research, claiming that the nature of interactions with supervisors, in particular, determines the 
newcomer’s relative level of success or failure, as regards socialization within the organization 
(Berlew & Hall, 1966; Graen, 1976; Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978; Schein, 1988). This study 
interpreted interactions with supervisors as the frequency that newcomers experienced 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors. The concept of interactions may also include the 
perspective of quality. Results of this study showed that the frequency of supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors can affect newcomer’s socialization outcomes; however, the quality of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors may differently impact newcomer’s socialization outcomes. 
In addition, measuring supervisor’s socialization behaviors in terms of quality can be challenging 
with this suggested future research. There might be other ways to measure the quality of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors, indirectly. Examining newcomer’s satisfaction for each 
supervisor’s socialization behavior can be an indirect way to measure the quality of supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors. If the effects of supervisor’s socialization behaviors on newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes can be identified in terms of quantity and quality, the needs of 
development for supervisors in newcomer’s organizational socialization can be confirmed. 
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 Second, future research should also investigate the consistency between frequency of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s perception of the importance of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Additional results of this study could not identify the effects 
of newcomer’s perception as regards the importance of supervisor’s socialization behaviors on 
the relationship between supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes. The level of newcomer’s perception about the importance of supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors may not simply impact the relationship between supervisor’s socialization behaviors 
and newcomer’s socialization outcomes. Indeed, consistency between the frequency of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors and newcomer’s perceptions of the importance of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors may have different meanings for newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes. Newcomers may have stronger socialization outcomes when supervisors perform 
socialization behaviors that newcomers regard as important (compared to socialization behaviors 
that newcomers do not find important). Consistency between the frequency of supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors and newcomer’s perceptions of the importance of supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors may improve newcomer’s satisfaction about their organizational 
socialization, eventually increasing socialization outcomes. 
 Third, future research should compare supervisor’s socialization behaviors with other 
variables that can affect newcomer’s socialization outcomes. Previous research identified other 
factors, such as organizational tactics, newcomer proactivity, and information seeking (Ashforth 
et al., 2007; Bauer et al., 2007; Fang et al., 2011). Research regarded these factors as inputs for 
the organizational socialization process. Also, previous research identified the relationship 
between personality scale and organizational socialization scales (Kijima, N., Takahashi, K., 
Noguchi, H., & Watanabe, N, 1998). Based on this research, the personality of supervisors and 
newcomers can be further investigated as another input for the organizational socialization 
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process. Comparing effects of those factors on newcomer’s socialization outcomes with 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors may reveal which factor is comparatively effective on 
improving newcomer’s socialization outcomes. If supervisor’s socialization behaviors can be 
identified as an effective factor among the inputs of organizational socialization with this 
comparative future study, the needs of development for supervisors in newcomer’s 
organizational socialization can be more persuasive. 
 Fourth, future research should identify different training aspects, which can impact on 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors. This study proposed potential effectiveness of supervisor 
socialization behavior training. Hence, further information about the training components for 
supervisor socialization behavior training is required to develop the training program. HRD 
researchers can come up with ideas for the training framework of supervisor socialization 
behavior training program and test it with joint research with HRD practitioners. For example, 
the training can be done through role playing with different types of socialization behaviors, such 
as providing feedback and supporting newcomer’s development. Supervisors can be asked to 
monitor an actor as a newcomer for his or her task performance and to give feedbacks. The 
trainer can give information and advise the supervisor for better socialization behaviors. 
Understanding about newcomer’s tasks can be the prerequisite or starting point of the training 
program. It is unknown that those concepts can work as a framework for supervisor socialization 
behavior training programs. The new concept of supervisor socialization behavior training can be 
improved with the trial and error of the application and future research on it. 
 Finally, future research should investigate the effectiveness of a training program for 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Relatedly, this study proposed that newcomer’s work 
outcomes would be increased if a development program could improve supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors. Therefore, future research verifying the effectiveness of a training program for 
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supervisor’s socialization behaviors may follow. An experiment, comparing newcomer’s 
socialization outcomes and work outcomes between the groups (with and without the 
development program for supervisors), can demonstrate the effectiveness of developing 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors. The effectiveness of a training program for supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors can be empirically supported by a study. A new way for improving 
newcomer’s organizational socialization, for instance, can be confirmed as effective. 
In conclusion, this study confirmed the causal relationship between supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors and newcomer’s work outcomes mediated by newcomer’s socialization 
outcomes. Organizational commitment was identified as a mediating variable not a moderating 
variable affecting the relationship between newcomer’s socialization outcomes and work 
outcomes. In other words, the results of the study confirmed most of the relationships proposed 
from the original conceptual framework (Figure 2.1). The exception is the moderation effect of 
organizational commitment.  
Figure 5.1 presents a revised theoretical framework. Most of the parts are the same as the 
original conceptual framework based on the result of the study. However, the arrow line, 
representing moderating effect of organizational commitment, has been removed because it is 
not supported by the result of the study. Straight arrow line, between socialization outcomes and 
work outcomes perceived by newcomer employees, has been also removed because the result of 
the study showed that socialization outcomes can impact on work outcomes only through 
organizational commitment. Instead, organizational commitment was connected with 
socialization outcomes and work outcomes as a mediating variable. Further research is needed to 
investigate, for instance, whether the results of this study are replicated in different research 
settings and with other variables that may affect organizational socialization. 
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Figure 5.1. Revised theoretical framework 
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Conclusion 
 Potentially, this study contributes to the field of organizational socialization and HRD. It 
provides information about the important role of supervisor’s socialization behaviors in 
newcomer’s organizational socialization. It provides critical areas to consider in designing 
development programs for supervisor’s socialization behaviors. There are three major points of 
conclusion derived from this study. 
First, organizations and HRD practitioners should be aware of the importance of 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors for newcomer’s organizational socialization. Further, they 
should realize the potential effectiveness of developing supervisor’s socialization behaviors. As 
discussed in this study’s introduction, the supervisor is often found as a critical socialization 
agent for a newcomer’s ultimate success or failure. Often, supervisors are disregarded as subjects 
for organizational socialization training. The reason is because newcomer proactivity was 
emphasized as the only input of human beings that relates to the organizational socialization 
process. However, results of this study confirmed the effects of supervisor’s socialization 
behaviors on newcomer’s work outcomes. If supervisor’s socialization behaviors are improved, 
newcomer’s work outcomes can be increased. Thus, it can be concluded that organizations and 
HRD practitioners should view supervisors as another important subject for developing 
newcomer’s organizational socialization. 
 Second, organizations and HRD practitioners should develop programs to improve 
supervisor’s socialization behaviors. This study proposed that newcomer’s work outcomes would 
be increased if a development program could improve supervisor’s socialization behaviors. This 
study provided clear evidence that organizations have meaningful reason to foster supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors. It is the role of HRD practitioners to design and implement programs to 
improve supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Beside official training programs, different 
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interventions, such as mentoring and community of practice (COP), for improving supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors can be attempted in the practice. 
Further, HRD is an applied social science, and a study cannot be meaningful if it is not 
applied to practice. Also, future studies can be possible only if practice implemented the findings 
from research. Study on the effectiveness of a development program for supervisor’s 
socialization behaviors can be possible only if HRD practitioners developed and implemented 
programs for improving supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Also, HRD practitioners may find 
advantages and obstacles as regards programs to improve supervisor’s socialization behaviors. 
This is the case, indeed, as they design and implement programs. This information can inspire 
researchers and support the construction of future studies on supervisor socialization trainings. 
 Finally, organizations and HRD practitioners are encouraged to develop training 
programs to improve all types of supervisor’s socialization behaviors. Areas of focus, in 
particular, may be to provide appropriate feedback, support newcomer’s development, and 
improve social relationships. Findings on the effectiveness of each socialization behavior type 
may serve as a guideline for organizations or HRD practitioners faced by challenging 
assignments. It may encourage the development of a program for newcomer organizational 
socialization. Implementing development programs for each type of supervisor socialization 
training program will also facilitate future research. This is particularly relevant for identifying 
the effectiveness of supervisor socialization training in different settings. Given this 
collaboration of research and practice, the new area of supervisor socialization training can be 
further improved.
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APPENDIX A: ENGLISH VERSION OF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Consent Form 
 
University of Illinois  
You are invited to participate in a research study on the relationships among the 
socialization behaviors used by supervisors, socialization outcomes, organizational commitment, 
and work outcomes among newcomer employees in three large companies in Korea. This study 
is conducted by Andrew Sanghyun Lee, a doctoral student of Education Policy, Organization, 
and Leadership Department from the University of Illinois Urbana Champaign.  
This study will take approximately 15 minutes of your time. You will be asked to 
complete an online survey of multiple choices about your demographic information, experience 
with your supervisor, perception about your socialization outcomes, organizational commitment, 
and work outcomes.  
Your decision to participate or decline participation in this study is completely voluntary 
and you have the right to terminate your participation at any time without penalty. You may skip 
any questions you do not wish to answer except three questions (Q2, Q3, and Q4) of checking 
the criteria for the participants of this study. If you want do not wish to complete this survey, just 
close your browser.  
Although your participation in this research may not benefit you personally, it will help 
us understand which socialization behaviors of supervisors can help to improve newcomers' 
organizational socialization, which can ultimately enhance newcomers' work outcomes. 
Furthermore, it can help us to design effective training programs for newcomer organizational 
socialization. There are no expected risks to individuals participating in this survey beyond those 
that exist in daily life. Your decision to participate, decline, or withdraw from participation will 
have no effect on your current status or future relations with the University of Illinois.  
 
Will my study-related information be kept confidential? 
            Your answers in this survey will not be exposed to anyone in your organization. Faculty, 
staff, students, and others with permission or authority to see your study information will 
maintain its confidentiality to the extent permitted and required by laws and university policies. 
The names or personal identifiers of participants will not be collected in this survey. Therefore, 
no information will be included that would reveal your identity, even though the results of the 
research are published or discussed in conferences. 
 
             If you have questions about this project, you may contact Andrew Sanghyun Lee at 1-
217-419-6816 (in US), 070-4229-2273 (in Korea), or via email at andrewslee@tutanota.com. If 
you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study or any concerns or 
complaints, please contact the University of Illinois Office for the Protection of Research 
Subjects at 1-217-333-2670 (in US) or via email at irb@illinois.edu. 
 
Please print a copy of this consent form for your records, if you so desire. 
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I have read and understood the above consent form, I certify that I am 18 years old or 
older and, by clicking the submit button to enter the survey, I indicate my willingness voluntarily 
take part in the study.  - Yes - No 
 
Demographic Information 
Please check which can best describe you for each question. 
Q1. How long have you worked for your organization? - Less than six months - Between six months to one year - More than one year 
 
Q2. How can you describe your nationality? - Korean - Other Nationality 
 
Q3. Have you worked in other than your current organization as a full-time employee? - Yes - No 
 
Q4. What department do you work in? - Accounting - Administrative - Customer Service - Marketing - Operations - Human Resources  - Sales  - Finance - Legal - IT - Engineering - Product - Research & Development  - International 
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- Business Intelligence  - Manufacturing - Public Relations  - Other 
 
Q5. Is your job in your organization related to sales function? - Yes - No 
 
Q6. How can you describe your gender? - Male - Female - Prefer not to describe 
 
Q7. What is your age? - 17 or younger - 18-20 - 21-29 - 30-39 - 40-49 - 50-59 - 60 or older 
 
Q8. What is the highest level of school that you have completed? - Primary school - Some high school, but no diploma - High school diploma (or GED) - Some college, but no degree - 2-year college degree - 4-year college degree - Graduate-level degree - None of the above 
 
Q9. What was your major in the school you answered for Question 8? 
(Open Question) 
 
Supervisor Behaviors 
Please think of a person who is one level above in the organizational hierarchy and closely 
interact with you at work. He or she may directly provide directions, coordination, training, and 
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evaluation to you. Please refer the identified person as the supervisor in this survey. Please check 
the best answer you can think about each question. 
Q10. How often does your supervisor give appropriate feedback to you about your task-
related behaviors in the organization? - Never - Very rarely - Rarely - Occasionally - Frequently - Very frequently 
 
Q11. How important is your supervisor's appropriate feedback to you about your task-
related behaviors in the organization? - Not at all important - Not so important - Slightly important - Moderately important - Very important - Extremely important 
 
Q12. How often does your supervisor give appropriate feedback to you about your off-
task behaviors in the organization? 
 
Q13. How important is your supervisor's appropriate feedback to you about your off-task 
behaviors in the organization? 
 
Q14. How often does your supervisor provide suggestions for alternative ways of doing 
your tasks? 
 
Q15. How important is your supervisor's suggestions to you for alternative ways of doing 
your tasks? 
 
Q16. How often does your supervisor renegotiate goals with you? 
 
Q17. How important is your supervisor's renegotiation of goals with you? 
 
Q18. How often does your supervisor establish clear goals conjointly with you against 
which progress in supervision can be measured? 
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Q19. How important is your supervisor's establishing clear goals conjointly with you 
against which progress in supervision can be measured? 
 
Q20. How often does your supervisor give emotional support to you?  
 
Q21. How important is your supervisor's emotional support to you? 
 
Q22. How often does your supervisor call your name or work title friendly? 
 
Q23. How important is your supervisor's calling your name or work title friendly? 
 
Q24. How often does your supervisor establish a good rapport with you? 
 
Q25. How important is your supervisor's establishing a good rapport with you? 
 
Q26. How often does your supervisor help you to develop self-confidence as a specialist? 
 
Q27. How important is your supervisor's helping you to develop self-confidence as a 
specialist? 
 
Q28. How often does your supervisor encourage you to find your own style of doing your 
tasks? 
 
Q29. How important is your supervisor's encouraging you to find your own style of doing 
your tasks? 
 
Q30. How often does your supervisor encourage you to experiment with different 
assessment and intervention techniques to discover your own unique styles? 
 
Q31. How important is your supervisor's encouraging you to experiment with different 
assessment and intervention techniques to discover your own unique styles? 
 
Q32. How often does your supervisor help you to assess your weaknesses? 
 
Q33. How important is your supervisor's help to assess your weaknesses? 
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Q34. How often does your supervisor help you to deal with your own defensiveness 
when it arises in supervision? 
 
Q35. How important is your supervisor's help to deal with your own defensiveness when 
it arises in supervision? 
 
Q36. How often does your supervisor observe you doing your tasks? 
 
Q37. How important is your supervisor's observation of you doing your tasks? 
 
Q38. How often does your supervisor check your task processes and outcomes outside of 
the supervision hours? 
 
Q39. How important is your supervisor's checking your task processes and outcomes 
outside of the supervision hours? 
 
Q40. How often does your supervisor evaluate your working processes? 
 
Q41. How important is your supervisor's evaluation of your working processes? 
 
Q42. How often is your supervisor sensitive to the differences between how you talk 
about your actions and how you really behave for the tasks? 
 
Q43. How important is your supervisor's sensitivity to the differences between how you 
talk about your actions and how you really behave for the tasks? 
 
Socialization Outcomes 
Please identify how much do you agree with each statement below. 
Q44. I feel comfortable with my co-workers - Strongly disagree  - Disagree  - Somewhat disagree - Somewhat agree  - Agree - Strongly agree 
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Q45. My co-workers seem to accept me as one of them 
 
Q46. I get along with the people I work with very well 
 
Q47. The success of other members of my organization helps me to achieve my own 
objectives. 
 
Q48. The members of my organization are quick to defend each other from criticism by 
outsiders 
 
Q49. I know who I need to work with for different tasks. 
 
Q50. I know who I need to contact in my organization when I have a problem. 
 
Q51. I think I understand the social networks in my organization. 
 
Q52. I think I understand the culture in my organization. 
 
Q53. I personally know only a few people in my organization. 
 
Q54. I can introduce someone in my organization when someone I know has a problem. 
 
Organizational Commitment 
Please identify how much do you agree with each statement below. 
Q55. I am proud to tell others that I am part of my organization. - Strongly disagree  - Disagree  - Somewhat disagree - Somewhat agree  - Agree - Strongly agree 
 
Q56. I talk up my organization to my friends as a great organization to work for. 
 
Q57. I feel very little loyalty to my organization 
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Q58. I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for my 
organization. 
 
Q59. It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave 
my organization. 
 
Q60. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order 
to help my organization be successful. 
 
Q61. I find that my values and my organization’s values are very similar. 
 
Q62. My organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance. 
 
Work Outcomes 
Please identify how much do you agree with each statement below. 
Q63. I am able to plan my work so that I finished it on time. - Strongly disagree  - Disagree  - Somewhat disagree - Somewhat agree  - Agree - Strongly agree 
 
Q64. I keep in mind the work result I needed to achieve. 
 
Q65. I am able to distinguish main issues from side issues. 
 
Q66. I am able to carry out my work well with minimal time and effort. 
 
Q67. I plan my work optimally. 
 
Q68. Overall, I am satisfied with my job. 
    
Q69. I am satisfied with my working conditions. 
 
Q70. I am satisfied with the amount of training I receive on the job. 
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Q71. There is really too little chance for promotion on my job. 
 
Q72. I like the people I work with. 
 
Q73. My supervisor is unfair to me. 
 
Q74. I like doing the things I do in my job. 
 
Q75. I feel that I am well treated in my organization. 
 
Q76. I am often thinking of quitting my job. 
 
Q77. I will probably look for a new job for the next year. 
 
Q78. I am going to leave my job in a year. 	
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APPENDIX B: KOREAN VERSION OF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
온라인 설문 조사 참여 동의서 
 
미국 일리노이 대학교  
여러분은 한국의 세 기업에 있어서 신입사원에게 인지된 직속상사의 사회화 
행동, 신입사원의 사회화 성과, 조직 몰입도, 그리고 직업 성과 간의 관계에 관한 연구에 
참가자로 초대 되셨습니다. 이 연구는 미국 어바나 샴페인에 있는 일리노이 대학교의 
교육 철학, 조직, 리더쉽 학과에서 박사과정을 전공하고 있는 이상현 박사생에 의해 
진행됩니다.  
본 설문 응답에 소요되는 시간은 약 15분 내외이며, 여러분은 인구통계학정보, 
직속상사와 관련된 경험, 사회화 성과, 조직 몰입도, 직업 성과와 관련된 인식에 대한 
객관식으로 구성된 온라인 설문에 답하시면 됩니다. 
본 연구에 참여하는 것은 온전히 자발적인 선택에 의한 것입니다. 여러분은 
어떠한 불이익도 없이 언제든지 본 연구에 참여하는 것을 중지할 수 있습니다. 이 
연구의 참가자 기준을 확인하는 질문 2, 3, 4번을 제외한 모든 질문은 답하기를 원하지 
않는 경우 건너 뛰어도 됩니다. 만약 설문 조사를 진행 중 더이상 설문을 진행하고 싶지 
않으시다면 설문 조사에 참여하고 계신 웹 브라우저를 닫으시면 됩니다. 
비록 본 조사에 참여하는 것이 여러분께 개인적인 혜택을 드리지 않을 수도 
있지만 본 연구의 결과는 어떠한 직속상사들의 사회화 행동들이 신입사원들의 조직 
사회화를 증진시켜 결과적으로 신입사원의 직업 성과를 향상시킬 수 있는지에 대한 
학문적 이해를 성립하는 데에 큰 도움을 주시게 됩니다. 또한 그런 학문적 성과는 
신입사원의 조직 사회화를 위한 교육 훈련 프로그램의 개발에도 도움을 줄 수 
있습니다. 이 설문 조사에 참여하는 것은 일상적으로 존재하는 수준을 넘어서는  
어떠한 개인적인 위험도 예상되지 않습니다.본 설문에 참여하거나, 거부하거나, 중간에 
그만두기로 하는 어떠한 결정도 여러분과 일리노이 대학교 간의 현재 혹은 미래의 
관계에 전혀 영향을 미치지 않습니다. 
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본 설문 조사와 관련된 내 정보가 비밀로 유지됩니까? 
            본 설문조사에 참여한 여러분의 모든 답변은 여러분이 속한 조직의 
누구에게도 공개되지 않습니다. 여러분의 설문 조사 정보와 관련된 정보에 접근하도록 
허가를 받거나 권한이 있는 교수진, 직원, 학생들, 혹은 관련된 그 누구라도 법률과 
일리노이 대학교 방침에 의해 본 설문에 대한 비밀 유지가 요구되며 이를 위해 가능한 
최선의 노력을 다할 것입니다. 또한 본 연구에서는 참가자의 이름이나 개인 식별을 
위한 정보는 전혀 수집되지 않습니다. 따라서 본 연구의 결과가 출판되거나 
학술대회에서 발표되더라도 여러분의 신분을 나타낼 어떠한 정보도 포함되지 
않습니다. 
만약 이 연구에 관해 질문이 있다면 1-217-419-6816 (미국), 070-4229-2273 
(한국), 혹은 이메일 andrewslee@tutanota.com 을 통해 이상현 박사과정학생에게 
연락할 수 있습니다. 만약 이 연구에 참여하는 여러분의 권리에 대한 질문, 걱정되는 점, 
혹은 불만이 있다면 1-217-333-2670 (미국) 이나 이메일 irb@illinois.edu 을 통해 
일리노이 대학교 연구 참가자 보호 사무실 (University of Illinois Office for the 
Protection of Research Subjects) 로 연락 주시기 바랍니다. 
원하신다면 이 설문 조사 참여 동의서를 출력하셔서 기록으로 보관하셔도 됩니다. 
본인은 위 설문 조사 참여 동의서를 읽고 이해하였으며, 만 18세 이상임을 
보증하며, 아래의 동의 버튼을 눌러 설문 조사에 참여하는 것이 이 연구에 자발적으로 
참여하고자 하는 나의 의지의 표현임을 밝힘니다. 
 위의 내용에 동의 합니까? - 동의합니다. - 동의 하지 않습니다. 
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 인구통계학 관련 정보 
아래의 각 질문에 본인을 가장 잘 표현하는 답을 한가지씩 고르십시오. 
Q1. 현재 본인이 속한 조직에서 얼마나 오랫동안 일해 왔습니까? - 6 개월 미만 - 6 개월 이상 1년 미만 - 1년 이상 
 
Q2. 본인의 국적을 선택해 주십시오. - 대한민국 국적 - 외국 국적 
 
Q3. 본인이 속한 현재 조직 외에 다른 조직에서 정직원으로 일한 적이 있습니까? - 있다 - 없다 
 
Q4. 어떤 부서에서 근무하십니까? - 회계 - 행정 - 고객 서비스 - 마케팅 - 운영/제조 - 인사 - 영업 - 판매 - 재무 - 법무 - 정보 기술 - 엔지니어링 
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- 품질 - 연구 개발 - 국제 협력 - 기업 정보 분석 - 생산/제조 - 대외협력/홍보 - 기타 
 
Q5. 현재 본인이 속한 조직에서 본인의 업무가 세일즈/판매와 관련되어 
있습니까? - 네 - 아니오 
 
Q6. 본인의 성별을 표기해 주십시오. - 남성 - 여성 - 성별을 밝히고 싶지 않습니다. 
 
Q7. 본인의 나이는 어떻게 됩니까? - 만 17살 이하 - 만 18살 이상 만 20 세 이하 - 만 21살 이상 만 29 세 이하 - 만 30살 이상 만 39 세 이하 - 만 40살 이상 만 49 세 이하 - 만 50살 이상 만 59 세 이하 - 만 60 세 이상 
 
Q8. 본인의 최종 학력은 어떻게 됩니까? 
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- 중학교 졸업 이하 - 고등학교 중퇴 - 고등학교 졸업 (혹은 고등학교 검정고시 통과) - 대학교 중퇴 - 2년제 대학교 졸업 - 4년제 대학교 졸업 - 대학원 이상 - 해당사항없음  
 
Q9. 본인이 8 번 질문에 답한 학교에서 전공한 과목은 무엇입니까? 
 
직속상사의 사회화 행동 
본인이 속한 조직에서 한 단계 높은 등급에 속하면서 본인과 직무상 밀접하게 일하는 
사람(직속상사, 일명 사수)를 떠올리십시오. 아마도 그 사람은 본인에게 직접적으로 
지시를 내리거나 협동적 업무를 수행하거나 교육 훈련을 해주거나 평가를 할 것입니다. 
그 사람을 이 설문 조사에서 나오는 직속상사로 생각해 주십시오. 아래의 각 질문에 
본인의 상황에 가장 잘 맞다고 생각되는 답을 한가지씩 선택하십시오. 
Q10. 조직 내 직무와 관련된 행동들에 대해 본인의 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 
피드백을 줍니까? 
거의 없다 
아주 드물게 
드물게 
가끔씩 
자주 
매우 자주 
 
Q11. 조직 내 직무와 관련된 행동들에 대해 본인의 직속상사가 피드백을 주는 
것이 얼마나 중요하다고 생각합니까? 
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전혀 중요하지 않다 
별로 중요하지 않다 
조금은 중요하다 
꽤 중요하다 
매우 중요하다 
너무나도 중요하다 
 
Q12. 조직 내 직무와 관련되지 않은 행동들에 대해 본인의 직속상사는 얼마나 
자주 피드백을 줍니까? 
 
Q13. 조직 내 직무와 관련되지 않은 행동들에 대해 본인의 직속상사가 피드백을 
주는 것이 얼마나 중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q14. 직무를 수행하는 데에 본인의 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 대안을 제시해 
줍니까? 
 
Q15. 직무를 수행하는 데에 본인의 직속상사가 대안을 제시해 주는 것이 얼마나 
중요하다고 생각합니까?  
 
Q16. 직속상사는 본인과 얼마나 자주 업무 목표를 재조정합니까? 
 
Q17. 직속상사와 업무 목표를 재조정하는 것이 본인은 얼마나 중요하다고 
생각합니까? 
 
Q18. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인과 함께 관리 감독에 따른 진행상황이 측정 
가능한 명확한 업무 목표를 새웁니까? 
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Q19. 직속상사가 본인과 함께 관리 감독에 따른 진행상황이 측정 가능한 명확한 
업무 목표를 새우는 것이 얼마나 중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q20. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 적절한 때에 본인에게 정서적인 도움을 줍니까? 
 
Q21. 직속상사가 적절한 때에 본인에게 정서적인 도움을 주는 것이 얼마나 
중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q22. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인의 이름이나 직함을 친근하게 불러줍니까? 
 
Q23. 직속상사가 본인의 이름이나 직함을 친근하게 불러주는 것이 얼마나 
중요하다고 생각합니까?  
 
Q24. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인과 좋은 관계를 형성하기 위한 행동을 
합니까? 
 
Q25. 직속상사가 본인과 좋은 관계를 형성하기 위한 행동을 하는 것이 얼마나 
중요하다고 생각합니까?  
 
Q26. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인이 전문가로서 자신감을 얻는데 도움을 
줍니까? 
 
Q27. 직속상사는 본인이 전문가로서 자신감을 얻는데 도움을 주는 것이 얼마나 
중요하다고 생각합니까? 
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Q28. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인이 직무를 수행함에 있어서 본인만의 
스타일을 찾는 것을 격려해 줍니까? 
 
Q29. 직속상사가 본인이 직무를 수행함에 있어서 본인만의 스타일을 찾는 것을 
격려해 주는 것이 얼마나 중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q30. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인이 본인만의 업무 수행 스타일을 찾기 위해 
색다른 평가나 조정방식등을 실험해 보는 것을 격려해 줍니까? 
 
Q31.본인만의 업무 수행 스타일을 찾기 위해 색다른 평가나 조정방식등을 
실험해 보는 것을 직속상사가 격려해 주는 것이 얼마나 중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q32. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인이 노력해야 할 부분을 판단하는데 도움을 
줍니까? 
 
Q33. 본인이 노력해야 할 부분을 판단하는데 직속상사가 도움을 주는 것이 
얼마나 중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q34. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인이 소극적/방어적이 되어가는 것에 적절히 
대처하도록 도움을 줍니까?  
 
Q35. 본인이 소극적/방어적이 되어가는 것에 적절히 대처하도록 직속상사가 
도움을 주는 것이 얼마나 중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q36. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인이 업무를 처리하는 것을 지켜봅니까? 
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Q37. 본인이 업무를 처리하는 것을 직속상사가 지켜보는 것이 얼마나 
중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q38. 직속상사는 정해진 시간 외에도 얼마나 자주 본인의 업무 진행 상황과 
결과물을 점검합니까?  
 
Q39. 직속상사가 정해진 시간 외에도 본인의 업무 진행 상황과 결과물을 
점검하는 것이 얼마나 중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q40. 직속상사는 얼마나 자주 본인의 업무 진행상황에 대한 평가를 합니까? 
 
Q41. 본인의 업무 진행상황에 대해 본인의 직속상사가 평가하는 것이 얼마나 
중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
Q42. 직속상사는 본인이 업무를 수행함에 있어서 말하는 것과 실제로 수행하는 
것이 다름에 대해 얼마나 자주 세심하게 알려줍니까? 
 
Q43. 본인이 업무를 수행함에 있어서 말하는 것과 실제로 수행하는 것이 다름에 
대해 직속상사가 세심하게 알려주는 것이 얼마나 중요하다고 생각합니까? 
 
사회화 성과 
아래의 각 표현에 얼마나 동의하는지 알맞는 답을 한가지씩 고르십시오. 
Q44. 나는 직장사람들을 편안하게 느낀다. 
전혀 그렇지 않다  
그렇지 않다 
약간은 그렇지 않다 
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약간은 그렇다  
그렇다 
매우 그렇다 
 
Q45. 나는 직장 사람들이 나를 그들의 동료로 인정한다고 생각한다. 
 
Q46. 나는 같이 일을 하는 사람들과 잘 어울린다.  
 
Q47. 나는 직장의 다른 구성원들이 성공하는 것이 내 자신의 목표를 달성하는 
데에도 도움이 된다고 생각한다. 
 
Q48. 내 직장의 구성원들은 외부사람들의 비난에 서로를 보호하는데 주저하지 
않는다고 생각한다. 
 
Q49. 나는 각각의 업무를 누구와 함께 수행해야 하는지 잘 알고 있다. 
 
Q50. 나는 어떠한 문제가 있을 경우 내 직장의 구성원 중 누구에게 연락해야 
하는지 잘 알고 있다. 
 
Q51. 나는 내 직장 내의 사회적 네트워크를 잘 이해하고 있다고 생각한다. 
 
Q52. 나는 내 직장의 문화를 잘 이해하고 있다고 생각한다. 
 
Q53. 나는 내 직장의 구성원들 중에 소수만을 개인적으로 알고 있다. 
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Q54. 나는 내가 아는 사람이 문제를 겪고 있을  때 내 직장의 누군가를 소개해 
줄 수 있다.  
 
조직 몰입도 
아래의 각 표현에 얼마나 동의하는지 알맞는 답을 한가지씩 고르십시오. 
Q55. 나는 내가 현 직장의 구성원임을 다른 사람에게 자랑스럽게 이야기할 수 
있다. - 전혀 그렇지 않다  - 그렇지 않다 - 약간은 그렇지 않다 - 약간은 그렇다  - 그렇다 - 매우 그렇다 
 
Q56. 나는 친구들에게 내 직장이 일하기 매우 좋은 곳이라고 말한다.  
 
Q57. 나는 내 직장에 거의 애정을 느끼지 않는다. 
 
Q58. 나는 내 직장에서 계속 일하기 위해 어떠한 직무라도 수행할 수 있다.  
 
Q59. 나는 내가 직장을 그만두도록 할 수 있는 어떠한 작은 상황의 변화도 
받아들이고 싶지 않다.  
 
Q60. 나는 내 직장이 성공하는 것을 돕기 위해 일반적으로 기대되는 것보다 더 
많은 노력을 기울일 의지가 있다. 
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Q61. 나는 내가 추구하는 가치와 내 직장의 가치가 비슷하다고 생각한다.  
 
Q62. 내 직장은 내가 업무 수행에 있어서 최선을 다하고 싶은 마음이 들게 한다. 
 
업무 성과 
아래의 각 표현에 얼마나 동의하는지 알맞는 답을 한가지씩 고르십시오. 
Q63. 나는 내 업무에 대한 계획을 세우고 정해진 시간 내에 그 업무들을 끝낸다.  - 전혀 그렇지 않다  - 그렇지 않다 - 약간은 그렇지 않다 - 약간은 그렇다  - 그렇다 - 매우 그렇다 
 
Q64. 나는 달성해야 할 업무 성과에 대해 늘 생각한다. 
 
Q65. 나는 업무에 있어서 핵심 문제와 부수적인 문제를 구분할 수 있다. 
 
Q66. 나는 내 업무를 최소한의 시간과 노력을 통해 수행할 수 있다. 
 
Q67. 나는 내 업무를 최적화 할 수 있도록 계획을 세운다. 
 
Q68. 나는 내 직업에 대체로 만족한다. 
    
Q69. 나는 내 업무 환경에 만족한다. 
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Q70. 나는 내가 받은 직무 훈련의 정도에 만족한다.  
 
Q71. 내 직장에서는 승진할 기회가 많이 없다. 
 
Q72. 나는 같이 일하는 동료들을 좋아한다. 
 
Q73. 내 직속 상사는 나에게 불공평하게 대한다. 
 
Q74. 나는 내 직장에서 수행하는 일들을 좋아한다. 
 
Q75. 나는 내가 조직 내에서 잘 대우받는다고 느낀다. 
 
Q76. 나는 종종 일을 그만두고 싶다고 생각한다. 
 
Q77. 나는 아마도 내년쯤에는 다른 직장을 찾을 것 같다.  
 
Q78. 나는 일년 내에 현재의 일을 그만두려고 한다. 
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APPENDIX C: DATA CODING SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Item 
Number Coding 
Included in 
SEM Analysis Survey Question 
Item 1 PAF1 Yes 
My supervisor gives appropriate feedback to me about 
my task-related behaviors in the organization. 
(Frequency) 
Item 2 PAF2 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor gives appropriate feedback to me about 
my task-related behaviors in the organization. 
(Importance) 
Item 3 PAF3 No (Low Alpha) 
My supervisor gives appropriate feedback to me about 
my off-task behaviors in the organization. 
(Frequency) 
Item 4 PAF4 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor gives appropriate feedback to me about 
my off-task behaviors in the organization. 
(Importance) 
Item 5 PAF5 Yes My supervisor provides suggestions for alternative ways of doing my tasks. (Frequency) 
Item 6 PAF6 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor provides suggestions for alternative 
ways of doing my tasks. (Importance) 
Item 7 BC1 Yes My supervisor renegotiates goals with me. (Frequency) 
Item 8 BC2 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor renegotiates goals with me. 
(Importance) 
Item 9 BC3 Yes 
My supervisor establishes clear goals conjointly with 
me against which progress in supervision can be 
measured. (Frequency) 
Item 10 BC4 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor establishes clear goals conjointly with 
me against which progress in supervision can be 
measured. (Importance) 
Item 11 ISR1 Yes My supervisor gives emotional support to me when appropriate. (Frequency) 
Item 12 ISR2 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor gives emotional support to me when 
appropriate. (Importance) 
Item 13 ISR3 Yes My supervisor calls my name or work title friendly. (Frequency) 
Item 14 ISR4 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor calls my name or work title friendly. 
(Importance) 
Item 15 ISR5 Yes My supervisor establishes a good rapport with me. (Frequency) 
Item 16 ISR6 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor establishes a good rapport with me. 
(Importance) 
Continued 
Table C.1. Data coding and summary of selected items for data analysis 
 	 192 
 Table C.1. Continued 
Item 17 SND1 No (EFA) My supervisor helps me to develop self-confidence as a specialist. (Frequency) 
Item 18 SND2 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor helps me to develop self-confidence as 
a specialist. (Importance) 
Item 19 SND3 Yes My supervisor encourages me to find my own style of doing my tasks. (Frequency) 
Item 20 SND4 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor encourages me to find my own style of 
doing my tasks. (Importance) 
Item 21 SND5 Yes 
My supervisor encourages me to experiment with 
different assessment and intervention techniques to 
discover my own unique styles. (Frequency) 
Item 22 SND6 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor encourages me to experiment with 
different assessment and intervention techniques to 
discover my own unique styles. (Importance) 
Item 23 SND7 No (EFA) My supervisor helps me to assess my own weaknesses. (Frequency) 
Item 24 SND8 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor helps me to assess my own 
weaknesses. (Importance) 
Item 25 SND9 No (EFA) 
My supervisor helps me to deal with my own 
defensiveness when it arises in supervision. 
(Frequency) 
Item 26 SND10 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor helps me to deal with my own 
defensiveness when it arises in supervision. 
(Importance) 
Item 27 MNWB1 Yes My supervisor observes me doing my tasks. (Frequency) 
Item 28 MNWB2 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor observes me doing my tasks. 
(Importance) 
Item 29 MNWB3 Yes 
My supervisor checks my task processes and 
outcomes outside of the supervision hours. 
(Frequency) 
Item 30 MNWB4 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor checks my task processes and 
outcomes outside of the supervision hours. 
(Importance) 
Item 31 MNWB5 Yes My supervisor evaluates my working processes. (Frequency) 
Item 32 MNWB6 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor evaluates my working processes. 
(Importance) 
Item 33 MNWB7 Yes 
My supervisor is sensitive to the differences between 
how I talk about my actions and how I really behave 
for the tasks. (Frequency) 
Item 34 MNWB8 No (Not Frequency) 
My supervisor is sensitive to the differences between 
how I talk about my actions and how I really behave 
for the tasks. (Importance) 
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Item 35 SI1 Yes I feel comfortable with my co-workers. 
Item 36 SI2 Yes My co-workers seem to accept me as one of them. 
Item 37 SI3 Yes I get along with the people I work with very well. 
Item 38 SI4 Yes The success of other members of my organization helps me to achieve my own objectives. 
Item 39 SI5 No (EFA) 
The members of my organization are quick to defend 
each other from criticism by outsiders. 
Item 40 SC1 No (EFA) I know who I need to work with for different tasks. 
Item 41 SC2 No (EFA) I know who I need to contact in my organization when I have a problem. 
Item 42 SC3 Yes I think I understand the social networks in my organization. 
Item 43 SC4 Yes I think I understand the culture in my organization. 
Item 44 SC5R No (EFA) I personally know only a few people in my organization (Reverse). 
Item 45 SC6 No (EFA) 
I can introduce someone in my organization when 
someone I know has a problem. 
Item 46 AC1 Yes I am proud to tell others that I am part of my organization. 
Item 47 AC2 Yes I talk up my organization to my friends as a great organization to work for. 
Item 48 AC3R Yes I feel very little loyalty to my organization (Reverse). 
Item 49 CC1 Yes I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for my organization. 
Item 50 CC2 Yes 
It would take very little change in my present 
circumstances to cause me to leave my organization. 
Item 51 NC1 No (EFA) 
I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond 
that normally expected in order to help my 
organization be successful. 
Item 52 NC2 Yes I find that my values and my organization’s values are very similar. 
Item 53 NC3 Yes 
My organization really inspires the very best in me in 
the way of job performance. 
Item 54 TP1 Yes I am able to plan my work so that I finished it on time. 
Item 55 TP2 Yes I keep in mind the work result I needed to achieve. 
Item 56 TP3 Yes I am able to distinguish main issues from side issues. 
Item 57 TP4 Yes I am able to carry out my work well with minimal time and effort. 
Item 58 TP5 Yes I plan my work optimally. 
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Item 54 TP1 Yes I am able to plan my work so that I finished it on time. 
Item 55 TP2 Yes I keep in mind the work result I needed to achieve. 
Item 56 TP3 Yes I am able to distinguish main issues from side issues. 
Item 57 TP4 Yes I am able to carry out my work well with minimal time and effort. 
Item 58 TP5 Yes I plan my work optimally. 
Item 59 JS1 Yes Overall, I am satisfied with my job. 
Item 60 JS2 Yes I am satisfied with my working conditions. 
Item 61 JS3 No (EFA) I am satisfied with the amount of training I receive on the job. 
Item 62 JS4R No (EFA) There is really too little chance for promotion on my job (Reverse). 
Item 63 JS5 No (EFA) I like the people I work with. 
Item 64 JS6R No (EFA) My supervisor is unfair to me (Reverse). 
Item 65 JS7 Yes I like doing the things I do in my job. 
Item 66 JS8 No (EFA) I feel that I am well treated in my organization. 
Item 67 TI1 No (EFA) I am often thinking of quitting my job. 
Item 68 TI2 Yes I am probably looking for a new job for the next year. 
Item 69 TI3 Yes I am going to leave my job in a year. 
 
